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ABSTRACT
The purpose o f the study was to determine the perceptions o f 
Extension Agents, Unit Chairmen and D is t r ic t  S ta f f  re la t iv e  to selected  
concepts and competences dealing w ith Extension Program development in  
the local u n it .  A conceptual model o f Extension Program development 
th a t was developed in 1974 was used as the basis fo r  th is  study. These 
six concepts were fu rth e r  used as categories fo r the 120 items 
id e n tif ie d  fo r  the questionnaire. The instrument was pretested p rio r  
to submitting to the population o f 423 personnel o f the V irg in ia  
Cooperative Extension Serv ice . Two-hundred and ninety f iv e ,  or 70 
percent, who responded ind icated th e ir  perceptions v ia  a 5 point L ik e r t -  
scale. Each concept and competence was responded to tw ice , (1 ) the 
perceived importance o f the concept (or competence) to Extension Agents 
in Extension Program development; and (2 ) the perceived degree o f 
understanding needed o f the concept (or competence) by those local 
ind iv idu als  form ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension 
Program.
The major find ings were described in  Chapters 4 , 5 and 6. Some 
of the major conclusions and im plications are presented in  the 
fo llow ing statements. Based upon the perceptions o f Extension Agents, 
U nit Chairmen and D is t r ic t  S ta f f  r e la t iv e  to  the importance o f the 
concepts and competences, i t  is  concluded th a t there was a consensus o f 
agreement as to the importance o f the concepts to  Extension Agents in  
Extension Program Development. Iro n ic a lly ,  the re la tio n s h ip  o f the 
Extension Agents' or U n it Chairmen's indicated time spent in  a given
xv
program emphasis area increases, the more l ik e ly  they are to perceive  
s im ila r  concepts and competences to be o f less importance to Extension 
Agents in  Extension program development. Based upon the perceptions o f 
Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen from urban and ru ra l un its  re la t iv e  
to the importance o f the concept categories , i t  is  concluded th a t there  
was a consensus o f agreement th a t the concept categories are important 
to Extension Agents located in  urban and ru ra l u n its .
The find ings based on the perception o f the respondents r e la t iv e  
to these concepts and competences as to the degree o f understanding 
needed o f each by local (non-Extension) ind iv idu als  form ally  involved  
in developing the local u n it 's  Extension program were reported in  
Chapter 6. Based upon the perceptions o f Extension Agents, Unit 
Chairmen and D is t r ic t  S ta f f  re la t iv e  to the degree o f understanding 
o f the concepts and competences needed by local (non-Extension) 
ind iv iduals  fo rm a lly  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension 
program, i t  was concluded th a t there was not a consensus between the 
respondents by position  groups.
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
During the past 60 years Cooperative Extension has 
developed and perfected i ts  grass roots educational 
model . . . which involves people in  id e n tify in g  
local ind iv idu al needs, and in  the planning, 
development, carryo u t, and evaluation o f programs 
to meet these needs . . . [ 1 ]
The evo lution  o f program development had a turning point w ith
the launching o f the "National P ro ject in  A g ricu ltu ra l Communication." [2 ]
According to Rogers, the e ffe c t o f the p ro ject was a la s tin g  one, "one
th a t emphasized the importance o f social science tra in in g  esp ec ia lly
concerning the d iffu s io n  process." [3 ]
K re it lo w [4 ] ind icates th a t Extension ". . . in the e a r ly  days
th rived  on grassroots programming and p a rtic ip a n t involvement.
Somehow, the more specia lized  ind iv idu a ls  and soc iety  become, the
easier i t  is  to fo rg e t th a t . . . man understands or supports things he
helps o r ig in a te ."
Much study and w ritten  m ateria l has been devoted to  the topic
o f pre-serv ice  preparation o f Extension workers in the various process
models o f Extension Program Development.
In  1971, the Extension Conmittee on Organization  
and P o licy  (ECOP) subcommittee on Program Development 
and Management appointed a Program Development ad 
hoc committee to examine program development 
procedures and models and th e ir  re la t io n  to  the 
Extension Management Inform ation System (EM IS).[5 ]
In  August o f 1973 the report from the subcommittee was approved
fo r  pub lication  by the Extension Committee on Organization and Pol i c y . [6 ]
I t  is  th is  report which has served as the basic model in  th is  
d escrip tive  study.
Statement o f the Problem
Based on a review o f l i t e r a tu r e  and my personal experiences as
an Extension Agent and Program Leader there is  a need to develop a
greater understanding o f the perceptions th a t Extension Agents, U n it
Chairmen, and D is t r ic t  Professional S ta f f  have o f the concepts and
competences th a t are important fo r  local Extension Program Development.
The degree o f understanding o f the concepts and competences needed by
local (non-Extension) in d iv id u a ls  involved in  Extension Program
Development was recognized as v a ria b le  by the ad hoc com m ittee.[7 ]
A dual approach was taken in  th is  study. The central question
fo r the study was:
What are the concepts and competences perceived to 
be needed by the Extension Agents in  the local 
u n it 's  Extension Program Development?
Given the statements needed fo r  the study a subquestion was
recognized as having a bearing on the f i r s t .
How do Extension Agents perceive the degree of 
understanding o f the concepts and competences 
needed by local (non-Extension) ind iv idu als  
fo rm ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  
Extension Program?
With these two questions in  mind the researcher progressed to  
the development o f the hypothesis.
Purpose o f the Study 
The o vera ll o b jec tive  o f th is  study was to determine whether 
there are s ig n ific a n t d iffe rences  in  perceptions o f selected Extension
Agents, U n it Chairmen and D is t r ic t  S ta f f  re la t iv e  to Extension program 
development.
I f  success o f the local Extension Program is  a re s u lt  o f to ta l  
involvement o f the e n tire  local o f f ic e  including agents, s e c re ta rie s , 
i t s  use o f resources and people, and the m u lt ip lic a t iv e  use o f para 
professionals and lay  people, then the conceptual framework fo r  program 
development as submitted by the Program Development Ad Hoc Committee 
and approved fo r  pub lication  by the Extension Committee on Organization  
and Policy in  1974 needs to be te s te d .[8 ]
This study is  designed to examine those concepts and 
competences perceived to be important to the Extension Agents. Since 
Extension program development involves other people the study is also  
assessing the Agent's perception as to the degree o f understanding of 
the concepts and competences needed by local (non-extension) people 
form ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension Program.
More s p e c if ic a lly ,  the ob jectives o f the study are:
1. To study the perceived importance o f sp ec ific  concepts 
re la ted  to local Extension Program Development by selected Professional 
Personnel o f the V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service.
2. To study the perceived importance o f sp e c ific  competences 
re la ted  to local Extension Program Development by selected Professional 
Personnel S ta f f  o f the V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Serv ice .
3. To study the Extension Agent's, Unit Chairmen's, and 
D is tr ic ts  S ta f f 's  perception as to what degree o f understanding o f the 
concepts is  needed by local people form ally  involved in  developing the 
local u n it 's  Extension Program.
4 . To study the Extension Agent's, U n it Chairmen's, and 
D is tr ic ts  S ta f f 's  perception as to what degree o f understanding o f the  
competences is  needed by local people form ally  involved in developing 
the local u n it 's  Extension Program.
5. To examine the perceptional d ifferences among groups o f the 
V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension S erv ice 's  Professional F ie ld  S ta ff  
towards Extension Program Development conceptualized by the Program 
Development Ad Hoc Committee.
6. To examine the perceptional d ifferences among V irg in ia  
Cooperative Extension Serv ice 's  Professional F ie ld  S ta f f  towards the  
needed understanding o f Extension Program Development by local (non­
extension) people fo rm ally  involved in  the u n it 's  Extension Program 
Development.
7. To examine the perceptual d ifferences among the V irg in ia  
Cooperative Extension Serv ice 's  Professional F ie ld  S ta f f  based on th e ir  
u n it 's  designation as a ru ra l or urban u n it based on to ta l population  
fo r  th e ir  respective u n it .
8 . To examine the perceptual d ifferences among groups of 
V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension S erv ice 's  Professional F ie ld  S ta ff  
re la t iv e  to the selected concepts and competences important in  the 
local u n it 's  Extension Program Development.
Focus o f the Study
Six basic concepts fo r  Extension Program Development w il l  be 
used to  study the perceptions o f the V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension 
Professional F ie ld  S ta f f .  There are several sub-concepts subsumed in  
these basic concepts. The re la te d  competences are included a lso .
(1 ) In s t itu t io n a l Framework fo r Extension Program Development.
(2 ) The Organizational Base.
(3 ) Program Determ ination.
(4) Program S trategy.
(5) Program A ction.
(6) Program Evaluation .
Each o f these six  basic concepts was subdivided as to concepts 
and competences on the instrum ent.
The perception by the professional f ie ld  s ta f f  (F igure 1) w il l  be 
studied in  terms o f importance as each re la te s  to  the Extension Agent's 
re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  and th e ir  perception o f the degree o f understanding o f 
each concept ar, competence needed by local (non-Extension) people 
fo rm ally  involved in  Extension Program Development a t the u n it le v e l .
Hypotheses
To meet the objectives o f th is  study twenty nu ll hypotheses 
were developed. Null hypotheses have been found useful in  tes tin g  
sign ificance o f d ifferences since they con stitu te  an exacting challenge  
th a t provides the fac ts  a chance to re fu te  or f a i l  to re fu te  such a 
ch a llen g e .[9 ]
1. There are no d ifferences between Extension Agents' 
perception o f the importance o f concepts re la t iv e  to Extension program 
development and the perceptions o f the Unit Chairmen or D is t r ic t  S ta f f .
2. There are no d ifferences between the Extension Agents' 
perception o f the importance o f competences re la t iv e  to Extension 
Program Development and the perceptions o f the U nit Chairmen or 
D is t r ic t  S ta f f .
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Figure 1: Flow o f In q u iry  -  An In d ic a tio n  o f  Impact on Extension 
Program Development
73. There are no d ifferences between the respondents with  
bachelors degrees and those w ith masters and/or doctoral degrees in  
regard to  th e ir  perceptions o f the importance o f concepts to  Extension 
Agents involved in Extension program development.
4. There are no d ifferences between the respondents with  
bachelors degrees and those with masters and/or doctoral degrees in 
regard to th e ir  perceptions o f the importance o f competences to  
Extension Agents involved in Extension program development.
5. There are no d ifferences between the Extension Agents and 
U nit Chairmen w ith major re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  in  d if fe re n t  program emphasis 
areas in  regard to  th e ir  perception of the importance of the concepts 
involved in Extension program development.
6. There are no d ifferences between the Extension Agents and 
Unit Chairmen w ith major re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  in  d if fe re n t  program emphasis 
areas in  regard to th e ir  perception of the importance of the 
competences involved in  Extension program development.
7. There are no d ifferences between the Extension Agents and 
Unit Chairmen located in  ru ra l units and Extension Agents and Unit 
Chairmen located in  urban units regarding th e ir  perception of the 
importance o f the concepts re la t iv e  to  Extension program development.
8. There are no d ifferences between the Extension Agents and 
Unit Chairmen located in  ru ra l units and Extension Agents and U nit 
Chairmen located in  urban units  regarding th e ir  perception of the 
importance o f the competences re la t iv e  to  Extension program 
development.
9. There are no d ifferences between the Extension Agents' and
U nit Chairmen's perceptions of the importance o f the concepts to 
Extension Agents in  Extension program development when comparing these 
two groups o f Extension personnel on the basis o f the indicated number 
o f local (non-Extension) ind iv idu a ls  fo rm a lly  involved in  developing 
the local u n it 's  Extension program.
10. There are no d ifferences between the Extension Agents'
and Unit Chairmen's perceptions o f the importance o f the competences to  
Extension Agents in  Extension program development when comparing these 
two groups o f Extension personnel on the basis of the indicated number 
of local (non-Extension) ind iv idu a ls  fo rm a lly  involved in developing 
the local u n it 's  Extension program.
11. There are no d ifferences between Extension Agents'
perceptions as to  the degree of understanding o f the concepts needed by
local (non-Extension) ind iv idu a ls  fo rm ally  involved in  developing the 
local u n it 's  Extension Program and the perceptions o f the U nit 
Chairmen or D is t r ic t  s ta f f .
12. There are no d ifferences between the Extension Agents'
perceptions as to  the degree of understanding o f the competences needed
by local (non-Extension) ind iv idu a ls  fo rm a lly  involved in developing 
the local u n it 's  Extension Program and the perceptions o f the Unit 
Chairmen and D is t r ic t  S ta f f  groups.
13. There are no d ifferences between respondents w ith bachelors 
degrees and those w ith masters and/or doctoral degrees in regard to  
th e ir  perception o f the degree o f understanding o f the concepts needed 
by local (non-Extension) in d iv id u a ls  fo rm a lly  involved in  developing 
the local u n it 's  Extension program.
14. There are no d ifferences between respondents w ith bachelor 
degrees and those w ith master and/or doctoral degrees in  regard to  
th e ir  perception o f the degree o f understanding o f the competences 
needed by local (non-Extension) ind iv idu a ls  fo rm ally  involved in  
developing the local u n it 's  Extension program.
15. There are no d ifferences between the Extension Agents 
and U nit Chairmen w ith major re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  in d if fe re n t  program 
emphasis areas in  regard to  th e ir  perception o f the degree o f under­
standing o f the concepts needed by local (non-Extension) in d iv id u a ls  
fo rm ally  involved in developing the local u n it 's  Extension Program.
16. There are no d ifferences between the Extension Agents and 
U nit Chairmen w ith major re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  in d if fe re n t  program emphasis 
areas in  regards to  th e ir  perceptions o f the degree o f understanding
of the competences needed by local (non-Extension) ind iv idu als  form ally  
involved in developing the local u n it 's  Extension Program.
17. There are no d ifferences between the Extension Agents and 
Unit Chairmen located in  urban units and Extension Agents and Unit 
Chairmen located in  ru ra l un its  regarding th e ir  perception as to the 
degree o f understanding o f the concepts needed by local (non-Extension) 
in d iv id u a ls  fo rm ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension 
Program.
18. There are no d ifferences between the Extension Agents and 
Unit Chairmen located in  urban units  and Extension Agents and U nit 
Chairmen located in  ru ra l un its  regarding th e ir  perception as to  the 
degree o f understanding o f the competences needed by local (non- 
Extension) in d iv id u a ls  fo rm a lly  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  
Extension Program.
19. There are d ifferences between the Extension Agents' and 
Unit Chairmen's perceptions of the degree o f understanding o f the 
concepts needed by local (non-Extension) ind iv iduals  when comparing 
these two groups o f Extension personnel on the basis o f the indicated  
number o f local (non-Extension) individuals form ally  involved in 
developing the local u n it 's  Extension program.
20. There are no d ifferences between the Extension Agents' 
and U nit Chairmen's perceptions o f the degree o f understanding of the 
competences needed by local (non-Extension) ind iv idu als  when comparing 
these two groups o f Extension Personnel on the basis o f the indicated  
number o f local (non-Extension) ind iv idu als  form ally  involved in 
developing the local u n it 's  Extension program.
S ign ificance of Study
The development o f th is  study is  based on these needs:
1. The in v e s tig a to r 's  perception o f the concepts and 
competences needed and app licable in  ru ra l and urban u n its ' Extension 
Program Development.
2. The need to develop a bench mark o f essential program 
development concepts and competences and th e ir  rank o f importance as 
perceived by Extension agents, U n it Chairmen and the D is tr ic ts '  
Professional S ta ffs .
3. The need to contribute to defin ing  the in d iv id u a l's  
performance domain (p o s itio n  ob jec tives) r e la t iv e  to in d iv id u a l, group 
and comnunity problem-solving s itu a tio n s .
4 . The need to  c o rre la te  those concepts and competences 
perceived to be important fo r the Extension Agent and the degree o f
understanding needed by local (non-Extension) people involved in 
Extension Program Development.
Population fo r  the Study
The population fo r  th is  study consisted o f a l l  V irg in ia  
Extension Agents, a l l  U n it Chairmen and the D is t r ic t  S ta ff  (D is t r ic t  
Chairmen and D is t r ic t  Extension Leaders). The roster o f personnel fo r  
the V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, updated to Ju ly , 1980, was 
the source from which the te s t  group was selected. Those ind iv iduals  
with one year or less were given an opportunity to  p a rtic ip a te  and 
are included in the study.
Table 1 presents the d is trib u tio n  o f the population by Extension 
Agents, Unit Chairmen, D is t r ic t  S ta f f ,  and the te s t group. The te s t  
group designation represents fo r ty -e ig h t ind iv iduals  to  whom the 
te n ta tiv e  questionnaire was presented. The to ta l population including  
the te s t group consisted o f 471 ind iv iduals  as o f Ju ly , 1980. The 
remaining four hundred and tw enty-three (423) were the population to  
which the study questionnaire was f in a l ly  submitted.
The urban and ru ra l designations were s compromise between 
s im ila r  terminology ysed by Meador.[10] He defined an urban area as a 
geographic area o f f i f t y  thousand or more inhab itan ts . Since counties 
and independent c it ie s  in  V irg in ia  are the two p o lit ic a l  subdivisions 
under which Extension Units are id e n t if ie d , w ith the urban/rural 
designation, th is  study w il l  be based on 50,000 to ta l population. The 
50,000 population f ig u re  is  used in  th is  study as the "break point" 
fo r  the urban u n it designation. Consult Table 2 fo r  explanation o f
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TABLE 1
D is tr ib u tio n  of Population For This Study 
N=471
Portion of
Original Population Total Availab le
Population Population For Test Group For Final Mailing
Category N=471 N=48 N=423
Percentage
Extension Agents:
Urban 28 40 27
Rural 44 38 45
Unit Chairmen:
Urban 7 10 6
Rural 16 12 17
D is t r ic t  S ta f f : 5 - 5
Total 100 100 100
Population: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980
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the computation fo r  margin of e rro r  since the study was dealing  
with estimated population f ig u r e s . [11]
The rura l designation encompassed those counties including  
towns whose to ta l  estimated population did not exceed 49,000. There 
were seventy-eight un its  designated rura l and these are l is te d  in  
Table 2.
A v e r i f ic a t io n  check based on "Preliminary 1980 Census Counts 
fo r  V irg in ia  L o c a li t ie s " [1 2 ]  was made in January, 1981.
At the beginning o f  the study t h i r t y - s ix  percent o f the 
professional s t a f f  in the local units were in units designated urban 
fo r  th is  study. The remaining s ix ty -fo u r  percent of the professional 
f ie ld  s t a f f  were located in rural units as designated fo r  th is  study.
A summary o f  the respondents according to the rura l/urban  designation  
is provided in Table 3.
In the Extension Agent category those Extension Agents 
who have re s p o n s ib i l i t ie s  in more than one county (area) are included 
in the population. The six  agents who serve as d irectors  o f the 
respective 4-H Educational Centers were also included in th is  study's 
population.
D e f in it io n  of Terms
The fo llow ing terms and the respective d e f in it io n s  are based on 
the review o f l i t e r a t u r e .  Please consult Chapter 2 fo r  fu rther  
discussion o f the terms used.
Competence
The q u a li ty  or s ta te  o f  being fu n c tio n a lly  adequate or having
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TABLE 2
Unit Designation fo r  th is  Study Based on 
Estimated Total Population
Urban (49,001 or more)
A1bemarle**
A1exandria 
(C ity )
Arlington  
Augusta
C h a r lo t te s v i l le
( C i ty ) * *
Chesapeake
(C ity )
Chesterfie ld
Danville
(C ity )
Fairfax  
Frankl in 
(C ity )  
Frederick-WC 
Hampton 
(C ity )  
Hanover 
Henrico 
Henry 
Loudoun 
Lynchburg 
(C ity )
Montgomery 
Newport News 
(C ity )  
Norfolk  
(C ity )  
Petersburg 
(C ity )  
Pittsy lvan ia  
Prince William  
Richmond 
(C ity )  
Roanoke
Roanoke 
(C ity )  
Rochingham 
Suffo lk  
(C ity )  
Tazewell 
V irg in ia  Beach 
(C ity )  
Washington- 
Bristo l
Rural (49,000 or less)
Accomack
Alleghany
Amelia
Amherst
Appomattox
Bath
Bedford
Bland
Botetourt
Brunswick
Buchanan
Buckingham
Campbell
Caroline
Carroll
Charles C ity
Charlotte
Clarke
Craig
Culpeper
Cumberland
Dickenson
Dinwiddie
Essex
Fauquier
FI oyd
Fluvanna
Frankl in
Gi 1 es
Gloucester 
Goochland 
Grayson 
Greene 
Greensville  
Halifax  
Highland 
I s le  o f Wight 
James C ity
King George 
King and Queen 
King William  
Lancaster 
Lee
Louisa
Lunenburg
Madison
Mathews
Mecklenburg
Middlesex
Nelson
New Kent
Northampton
Northumberland
Nottoway
Orange
Page
Patrick
Powhatan
Prince Edward
Prince George
Pulaski
Rappahannock
Richmond
Rockbridge
Russell
Scott
Shenandoah
Smyth
Southampton
Spotsylvania
Stafford
Surry
Sussex
Warren
Westmoreland
Wise
Wythe
York
**Combined S ta ffs  November, 1980
This allowed fo r  a 2%  e rro r  from 50,000 o r ig in a l ly  suggested 
fo r  "break point" and allowed fo r  those units which f e l l  w ith in  49,001-  
50,000 to be included in the category which they most l i k e ly  w i l l  be in 
the 1980 Census.
TABLE 3
Respondents According to the Urban and Rural Unit Designation fo r  th is  Study
Unit Designation Number of Respondents Percent
Urban:
Extension Agents 78 27
Unit Chairmen 19 6
Rural:
Extension Agents 124 42
Unit Chairmen 54 18
D is t r ic t :
D is t r ic t  S ta f f 20 7
Total 295 100
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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s u f f ic ie n t  knowledge, judgement, s k i l l ,  or strength, range o f a b i l i t y  
or c a p a b i l i ty .
Concept
Basic ideas or notions that form the basis o f human 
in te l le c tu a l  processes; an abs trac t,  in te l le c tu a l  representation o f  a 
s itu a t io n ,  s ta te  of a f f a i r s ,  or ob ject.
People Involvement
The ac tive  p a r t ic ip a t io n  o f representatives of the local 
c it izen s  in planned a c t iv i t i e s  concerned in some way with the 
development, implementation and evaluation o f  the local u n i t 's  
Extension Program.
Perception
Perception is the process of becoming aware of objects ,  
q u a li t ie s  or re la t io n s  by way of the sense organs. While sensory 
content is always present in perception, what is perceived is  
influenced by set and p r io r  experience so that perception is more than 
a passive re g is tra t io n  o f  s tim uli impinging on sense organs.
Program Development
Program development (programming, program management) -  The 
continuous series of processes which includes organizing, planning a 
program, preparing a plan o f work and teaching plans, implementing the 
plans, evaluating and reporting accomplishments.[13]
Program, Extension
The Extension Program is the agreed upon p r io r i t y  needs,
concerns, problems and in te res ts  tha t f a l l  w ith in  the scope of the 
Extension U n it 's  re s p o n s ib i l i t ie s ,  together with the re levant . 
objectives th a t  are to be achieved w ith in  a designated period of time.
CHAPTER I I  
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The review o f  l i t e r a t u r e  was based on numerous books, 
abstracts , studies, theses, professional a r t ic le s .  The approach was 
to establish an understanding o f the terminology r e la t iv e  to the 
problem area, followed by review o f  the philosophy o f Extension 
program development ending with re lated  studies. From th is  review of  
l i t e r a t u r e  the ra t io n a le  fo r  th is  study was developed.
Terminology in Perspective 
Due to the nature o f  th is  study, a review o f  the terminology 
to be used was appropriate. [14)
Competence
The d ic t ionary  (Webster)[15] d e f in i t io n  o f  competence
(competency) is :
The q u a li ty  or s ta te  o f being fu n c tio n a lly  adequate 
or having s u f f ic ie n t  knowledge, judgement, s k i l l ,  
or strength, range of a b i l i t y  o f c a p a b i l i ty .
Gibson and King[16] indicate th a t  in the c lassica l sense
competency can be linked to the word "compete" whose components are
"com" -  meaning 'toge ther ' and "petere" -  meaning 'to  aim a t ,  to go
toward, t r y  to reach, to seek. . . ' .
Hutchison[17] emphasizes the need fo r  agents from the f i r s t  day
o f employment to "continuously seek to acquire the knowledge,
competencies, s k i l l s ,  and changes in his own behavior tha t w i l l  equip
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him for  the job to be done."
Boone[18] says "the id e n t i f ic a t io n  and selection o f s t a f f  members 
who have the t ra in in g ,  background, competences, and potentia l capacity  
fo r  growth required o f  the job to be performed, is  o f  paramount 
importance to the v i a b i l i t y  and success o f  Cooperative Extension 
Service." He continues to use competences in the following statement. 
"These personnel who are secured must have the q u a li t ie s  and 
competencies that are in consonance with the philosophy and objectives  
o f the system."
W ilbur[19] defines competence as "possessing the q u a l i t ie s  tha t  
enable one to contend with a s itu a tion  successfully; to be s u f f ic ie n t ;  
to be capable, ab le , and adequate to accomplish the performance 
objective  s a t is fa c to r i ly ;  includes, e x p l ic i t l y  or im p l ic i t l y ,  the 
cognitive , a f fe c t iv e ,  and psychomotor domains."
White[20] in his remarks re la ted  to the "Evolution of Competence" 
says'that both motor and mental development are strongly forwarded by 
the urge fo r  competence. This goes on throughout l i f e  . . ."
Gibson and King[21] id e n t i fy  and describe three areas of 
competence. These are:
1. The Objective Context -  A b i l i t y  to explain and 
thus predict changes in the ob jective  se tt in g .
2. The Human Context -  A b i l i t y  to understand 
human meaning and in te n t io n a l i ty ,  and
3. The Action Domain -  A b i l i t y  to act on the 
basis o f  those explanations and understandings.
While Beeman[22] stated:
Professional competencies are the knowledges, 
s k i l l s ,  and a t t i tu d es  extension agents should 
possess to adequately perform th e ir  jobs as 
extension agents, exclusive o f  technical competencies.
Examples would include planning lectures and 
programs and preparing budgets and reports.
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Gibson and King fu rther describe the development o f  competence 
" as a sequential process from a f i r s t  stage o f  knowing and
understanding to second, analysis and synthesis, and, f i n a l l y ,  to 
evaluation and c la r i f i c a t io n  o f  re levance."[23]
M i l l e r [24] in his development o f three " th e o re t ic a l ly  new local 
o f f ic e  concepts, the urban, metro, and the rura l c a l ls  a tten tio n  to 
those organizations caught in dynamic environments and the increasingly  
d i f f i c u l t  time id e n t ify in g  the problems, l e t  alone try ing  to a r r iv e  at  
feas ib le  so lutions."
W ilbur[25] and M i l le r [2 6 ]  id e n t i f ie d  the following
adm inistrative  competences needed by agents having program
re s p o n s ib il i ty .  These were:
1. a b i l i t y  to analyze d irec tiona l changes and rates o f  change 
in program
2. a b i l i t y  to id e n t i fy  u n fe lt  needs and i n i t i a t e  action  
before crises develops
3. a b i l i t y  to sustain coordination with other ex isting
agencies
White[27] in an i l lu s t r a t io n  re la ted  to children in th e i r  
exploratory a c t i v i t y  seemed to go on without the in s t ig a t io n  o f  drives.
These a c t iv i t i e s  are done fo r  the "fun o f  i t "  described in part as
". . . a  fe e l in g  o f  e ff icac y  -  or sense o f  mastery -  and the biological 
purpose is c le a r ly  the a t ta in in g  o f  competence in dealing with the 
environment." However, th is  study o f program development is concerned 
with which competences are important with the psychological, 
sociological environment, or as White indicates as y ie ld ing  ". . . a  
sense o f  mastery."
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Concept
Concept is defined as "a generic mental image abstracted from 
percepts; the resu ltan t o f  a generaliz ing mental operation . . . " [2 8 ]
Banki[29] defines concept as "a general idea or image o f  an 
object or group o f  objects on which theories or models may be 
constructed; i t  is  more inclusive than 'd e f in i t io n ' . "
Hunt[30] elaborates th a t  in experimental descriptions and 
colloqu ia l English there is  more l i k e ly  to be reference to the "name 
o f a concept" . . . and th is  is "sensible only i f  concept re fers  to a 
set o f  ob jects ,"  while Ryden[31] says "a concept can be id e n t i f ie d ,  i t  
can be named, and i t  is  t ra n s fe rab le ."  He fu rthe r  mentioned that  
scholars have d i f f i c u l t y  in agreeing upon a d e f in it io n  o f the term 
concept.
Gagne[32] in his hierarchy of learned c a p a b i l i t ie s ,  suggests 
th a t  concepts become the fundamental bases fo r  complex learn ing . He 
stresses tha t concepts must be understood before grasping p r in c ip les ,  
which he defined as "a re la tionsh ip  tha t exists between two or more 
concepts."
McCormick [33] defines concept as ". . . something in your mind 
which i s n ' t  an actual r e a l i t y  because you are attempting to perceive 
things th a t  are not obvious and are try in g  to get below what you can 
a c tu a l ly  observe d i r e c t ly ."  He continues to say that " . . .  the 
concepts may be general enough to include sp e c if ics ,  but ye t not a 
statement o f  re la t io n sh ip s ."
Pesson[34], as did McCormick associates concepts with  
d is c ip l in e s .  He states th a t  d isc ip lines  are composed o f  in te r- lo ck in g
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concepts which provide a framework fo r  thinking about a given 
phenomena. He defines concepts as "ideas which when u t i l i z e d  enable a 
person to th ink about the thing in question . . . basic notions which 
help to explain phenomena . . . tools fo r  thinking which are open- 
ended in nature."
L insk ie [35 ] says, "the more avenues you use in experiencing a 
concept and the more d e ta i ls  you observe, r e la te ,  and in t e r - r e la t e ,  the 
more accurate w i l l  your u ltim ate concept be." She and Pesson both c a l l  
atten tio n  to the re a l iz a t io n  th a t  a concept w i l l  never be f in a l  and 
complete.
Eggen, Kauchak, and Harder[36] c a l l  a tten tion  to four aspects
o f concepts which have proven valuable in helping others to learn
concepts. These are: the concept name, d e f in i t io n ,  examples, and
ch a ra c te r is t ics .  A summary o f each o f these fo l lo w s . [37]
Concepts are not formed in iso la tio n  from one another, but
rather in re la t io n  to ,  other concepts. Smith[38] ca l ls  a tten tion  to a
process o f  forming new concepts as one o f  p a r t it io n in g  or breaking
down old categories in to  smaller and more specialized ones.
The coordinate re la tionsh ip  among concepts has meaning only
when a frame o f  reference is assumed. This frame o f  reference becomes
the continuum or dimension on which the concepts are compared.[39]
The d e f in it io n  o f  concept fo r  th is  research study w i l l  be th a t
suggested by the Program Development Ad Hoc Committee. [40]
d e f in it io n  is:
Concept -  Basic ideas or notions tha t form the basis 
o f human in te l le c tu a l  processes; an abs trac t,  
in te l le c tu a l  representation o f  a s i tu a t io n ,  s ta te  o f  
a f f a i r s ,  or object.
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However, the u t i l i t y  o f a concept to a professional ro le  is  
dependent upon the ro le  expectation o f  the profession and the . 
indiv idual needs o f  the learner. Both o f  these factors have a bearing 
upon new patterns o f  behavior (ways o f  th ink ing , fe e l in g ,  and acting)  
tha t need to be understood and practiced by the learner u n t i l  they 
become a part  o f his (her) resources in problem solving, according to 
Kaiser and Copeland.[41]
The ra ting  o f  concepts in terms o f importance in the Extension 
agent's job " . . .  can be another index o f educational needs."[42]
P a rt ic ip a tio n  in Committees
P art ic ip a tion  re fe rs  to the willingness o f  a person to make 
comments or recommendations during meetings o f the committee, share his 
(her) ideas with others, and in many ways take re s p o n s ib il i ty  for the 
group's a c t i v i t i e s .  Another side o f  p a rt ic ip a tio n  is staying active  
in the committee over time -  attending meetings, continuing to work 
toward the long range goals o f the committee, e tc .
People Involvement
People involvement means the ac tive  p a rt ic ip a tio n  o f  
representatives o f the local c it izen s  in planned a c t iv i t ie s  concerned 
in some way with the development, implementation and evaluation o f the 
local u n i t 's  Extension Program.
Perception
B a rt le y [4 3 ]  id e n t i f ie s  two domains with which to deal in the 
study o f  perception. These are:
24
1. the physical world th a t  provides the energies 
tha t exc ite  sense organs, and th a t  lead to the 
organism's in te rac tio n  with the physical world; 
and
2. the experimental world in which the organism 
is  aware o f  i t s e l f  and o f objects , o f  certa in  
properties and a c t iv i t ie s  o f  both, and certa in  
re la t io n s  between them. The l a t t e r  is  the 
world -  the "real" world to most human beings.
He fu rth e r  defines perception as "a phenomenon that emerges
from a system o f in te rre la te d  events, f i r s t  in the in d iv id u a l's
surroundings and then w ith in  the neuromuscular system o f the individual
h im s e lf ." [44]
Machamer[45] says th a t  perceiving is not the mere passive pickup
of information, but is an active  extraction  or sampling o f  information
ava ilab le  in the environment. The organism samples the information
around him, by moving about in the environment and by purposefully
following up information tha t is  s ig n if ic a n t  to him.
Combs and Syngg described the perceptual f ie ld  as the unique
world o f  personal experience:[46]
Perceptual f ie ld  includes the in d iv id u a l's  world o f  
personal experience including the e n t ire  universe 
as experienced by the in d iv id u a l's  perceptual f ie ld  
as in  a continual state  o f  change, and what he is 
aware o f  a t  any given moment depends la rg e ly  upon 
his immediate needs. The perceptual f ie ld  also has 
s t a b i l i t y  which comes from the organism's tendency 
to impose order and meaning on i t s  universe. The 
private  world o f  experience is ' r e a l i t y '  to the 
in d iv id u a l .
Combs' and Snygg's theory on human behavior suggests that  
behavior is  a function o f  perceptions.
M i l le r  and Verduin[47] indicated th a t  "the important fa c to r  in 
professional s t a f f  development is  the movement o f  the adult c l ie n t
(Extension Agent) towards new s k i l ls  and techniques, new a tt i tu d es  
about the teaching o f  ad u lts ,  and new insights in to  ways o f  working 
with adu lts ."
Perceptual Determinants are presented and explained by M i l le r  
and Verdu in .[48]
Determinants 
Bel ie fs
Values
Needs
A ttitudes
Explanation
What people believe to be true has 
much to do with how people behave. 
B elie fs  may be o f  the order of  
purpose, assumption, f a i t h ,  knowledge, 
or su p ers tit ion .
B e lie f  about what is  important is  
value. Ideas, people, material 
objects , a way o f  l i f e ,  or other 
things may be valued. Everyone 
values certa in  things.
According to the perceptual theory 
o f  psychology there is  one need -  
to maintain or enhance the s e l f ­
organization. The two types o f  
needs are:
1. Physiological needs
2. Social needs
*
An emotionalized b e l ie f  about the 
worth (o f  lack o f  worth) o f  someone 
or something is a t t i tu d e .
Self-experience Self-experience is how a person
sees h im self, how he fee ls  about 
being tha t sort o f  person, and how 
he would l i k e  to be; his concept of  
the roles he plays, ro le  concept; 
his concepts o f  other people, how 
he sees them, how he fee ls  about 
them, and how he thinks they see him.
These determinants M i l le r  and Verduin[49] r e fe r  to as a 
perceptual "package" which is open to re-examination and change. Thi 
changing o f  perceptions and, in tu rn ,  the changing o f  behavior is
viewed as learn ing.
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Jones[50] advanced the concept of perceptual accentuation and
i ts  relevance to perceptual in fluence.
Things are seen more quickly or in  more accentuated 
form when they support one's values than when they 
run counter to them. The individual tends to see 
desired things more rap id ly  than neutral th ings, to 
accentuate the a t tr ib u te s  th a t  make them more v iv id ,  
and to have d i f f i c u l t y  seeing unpleasant and 
threatening objects.
This supports the influence th a t  personal needs, values, and 
a tt i tu d e s  are important determiners o f  perception and behavior. All
s t a f f  members must know what th e ir  important needs, values, and 
a tt i tu d e s  are , and consider these f u l l y  and in re la t io n  to each 
o t h e r . [51]
Two factors which have been implied e a r l ie r  in th is  discussion
that have relevance to perception and changing behavior fo llow . The
f i r s t  is past experience which includes a l l  o f  the things which have
happened to a person in the past. The second is th re a t .  Threat
causes a defensiveness in behavior and a narrowing and constr ic t ing  o f
the perceptual f i e l d .
Hockberg[52] summarizes the issues o f perception and in
p a r t ic u la r  the phenomena of social perception.
One recurring objection to the study o f most o f  the 
phenomena o f  social perception is tha t they are so 
c le a r ly  the re s u lt  of learn ing . Though th e ir  
effectiveness may be the re s u lt  o f  learn ing , the 
stim uli o f  social perception are themselves the 
tools by which much o f  the prediction and control 
of human behavior -  including learning -  is achieved 
in p ractice . The great problems o f  human motivation  
are implicated in th is  area . . . The centuries o f  
preoccupation w ith the perception o f  the physical 
world has l e f t  th is  an open area fo r  . . . 
exploration.
However, fo r  th is  study, H i lg a rd 's [5 3 ]  description o f perception
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w i l l  be used.
Perception is  the process o f  becoming aware o f  
objects , q u a li t ie s  or re la t io n s  by way o f  the sense 
organs. While sensory content is always present 
in perception, what is  perceived is influenced by 
set and p r io r  experience so tha t perception is  
more than a passive re g is t ra t io n  o f  stim uli  
impinging on sense organs.
Berelson and Steinger defined perception as "a process by 
which people se lec t ,  organize and in te rp re t  sensory stim ulation into  
a meaningful and coherent p ic tu r e . [54]
Problem-Solving
Problem-solving has to do with the in d iv id u a l's  a b i l i t y  to 
perceive new, d i f fe r e n t  or more e f f i c ie n t  aspects o f  a complex 
s itu a t io n .  However, fo r  Extension Agents, problem-solving involves 
not only diagnosing the problems but also helping to plan programs that  
w il l  achieve desired objectives .
Program Area o f  Emphasis
The major subject-matter areas o f  a tten tio n  tha t the Extension 
Professional focuses on are ca lled  program areas o f emphasis. These 
are: Agricu lture  and Natural Resources, Family Living (Home
Economics), Community Resource Development, 4-H and Youth, and 
Administration.
Program Development
F l in t [5 5 ]  defines program development as "the continuous process 
o f working with advisory groups, analyzing s itu a t io n s , determining 
needs and problems, developing ob jec tives , establishing p r io r i t ie s ,  
implementing action and evaluating accomplishments."
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S tr ic k la n d [56] id e n t i f ie d  program development as a continuous 
process by which representative county leaders organize in to  a 
functioning County Extension Council, work with County Extension 
Agents and other local agencies and resource persons, study the county 
s itu a t io n ,  id e n t i fy  major problems and opportun it ies , establish  
o b jec t ives , plan and carry out a program of education and action.
Reeder, LeRay and Mackenzie[57] ca ll  a tten tion  to the two sets 
o f actors in program planning. These are:
1. the planners, sometimes, referred  to as change agents
2. the intended audience, or c l ie n t  system.
In each case the change agent and c l ie n t  system can be e ith e r  people 
or organizations.
Richardson and Eckard[58] ca ll  a tten tion  to the complexity of 
extension program development process which they say " . . . in a 
r e a l is t ic  sense almost defies v e rb a liza t io n ."  However, they recognize 
that the d i f f i c u l t y  involved in verba liz ing  the program development 
process "may well be the fac tor that makes i t  possible fo r  the 
organization to respond to local people oriented problems."
In the report on "Extension Program Development . . ." [59]  
program development is  phrased in three s im ila r  ways. These are:
1. Program development is  a continuous s t a f f  in te raction  
process involving in te rm itte n t  and continuous dialogue, negotiation , 
jo in t  decision-making, and coordination between the people and th e ir  
Extension committees, s t a f f  members in the Extension organ ization , 
departments o f  the land grant u n iv e rs ity ,  agencies, organizations and 
other re levant groups. This in te rac tio n  resu lts  in coordinated 
programs that e f fe c t iv e ly  meet the needs o f people wherever they l iv e  
and focuses on th e ir  changing behavior patterns and the societal 
s ituations in which they l i v e .
2. Extension program development is  a continuous series o f  
complex, in te rre la te d  processes which re s u lt  in the accomplishments o f  
the educational mission and objectives o f  the organization (CES). I t
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includes organizing to accomplish the mission, determining the content 
of the program, preparing ob jec tives , developing plans to accomplish 
the ob jec tives , implementing the plans, evaluating and reporting  
re s u lts ,  and u t i l i z in g  resu lts  in planning subsequent programs.
3. Extension program development is  perceived as a series o f  
processes, each involving decisions, planning, ac tion , and evaluation.
The committee recognized the lack o f  understanding " . . .  due
to the attachment o f  d i f fe r e n t  meanings to the same terms" and gave
program development as an example, which is  "frequently  used to re fe r
to the planning process only." Their suggested d e f in it io n  i s :[60]
Program development (programming, program 
management) -  The continuous series o f  processes 
which includes organizing, planning a program, 
preparing a plan o f  work and teaching plans, 
implementing the plans, evaluating and reporting  
accomplishments.
This l a t t e r  d e f in i t io n  w i l l  be used as the basic d e f in i t io n  
o f th is  research study.
Philosophy o f  Extension Program Development 
The philosophy o f  program development in Cooperative Extension 
work[61] in the United States is  based on princ ip les  th a t  are widely  
accepted as the basis fo r  the conduct o f Extension educational 
programs. The guiding p r in c ip le  is  "helping people to help themselves" 
and the process o f  Extension education involves working "with" people 
and not "for" them.[62]
The process o f Extension program development is  fundamental to 
Cooperative Extension work. There are two basic concepts re levant to 
the planning o f  Extension programs. One concept is  concerned with  
program planning i t s e l f ,  and the other concept is  concerned with people 
involvement in the program development process. The l a t t e r  complements 
the planning process.[63]
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Extension Agents (as change agents) are in the business o f  
problem-solving. Problem-solving involves not only diagnosing the 
problems but also helping to plan programs th a t  w i l l  achieve the 
desired o b je c t iv e s . [64]
People involvement in program development t r a d i t io n a l ly  has 
been through the advisory group format to analyze the s itu a t io n ,  
determining needs and problems, developing ob jec tives , establishing  
p r io r i t ie s ,  implementing action , and evaluating accomplishments.[65]
There are four s ituations where decisions and judgements are 
c r i t i c a l .  Therefore, the decisions in program development tend to 
c lus te r  in to  four processes. These four processes are: Program
Determination, Program Strategy, Program Action, and Program Product.[66]
Kelsey and Hearne[67] c i te  ten p rinc ip les  of program building  
which they considered "the elements essential to sound procedure."
They are:
1. Is  based on analysis o f the facts in the s itu a t io n .
2. Selects problems based on needs.
3. Determines objectives and solutions which o f fe r  
s a t is fa c t io n .
4. Has permanence with f l e x i b i l i t y .
5. Has balance with emphasis.
6. Has a d e f in i te  plan o f  work.
7. Is  a continuous process.
8. Is  a teaching process.
9. Is  a coordinating process.
10. Provides fo r  evaluation o f resu lts .
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People Involvement in Extension Program Development 
Further review o f  l i t e r a t u r e ,  studies, and research indicates  
that many d i f fe re n t  concepts and competences are needed by Extension 
agents in order to e f fe c t iv e ly  and e f f i c ie n t ly  involve c l ie n te le  in the 
program development a t  the local u n it .  A study by Ussery[68] of 
tra in ing  needs fo r  a l l  county Extension agent positions found that most 
county Extension personnel do not recognize the need, accept th is  need, 
or know how to function as program organizers.
Leagans[69] and McCormick[70] present views o f Extension 
competences that emphasize the importance o f organizer s k i l ls  and 
a b i l i t i e s  in providing broader Extension programs. T y le r [71 ]  advocates 
that concepts, s k i l l s ,  and values can be developed in personnel which 
they can carry away with them. These concepts, s k i l l s ,  and values 
become a new mode o f behavior which enables personnel to perform th e ir  
professional re s p o n s ib i l i t ie s  s a t is fa c to r i ly .
Id e a l ly ,  an Extension agent should know the concepts and have 
the competences tha t are perceived to be needed in successful Extension 
program development a t  the local u n i t .  Id en tify in g  these concepts and 
competences needed for people involvement in the Extension program 
development process o ffe rs  a method, making e x p l ic i t  many o f the 
c a p a b i l i t ie s  an Extension Agent should have. This notion is  supported 
in a study by U tz . [7 2 ]  His study supports the thesis th a t  Agents' 
programming effectiveness is  g rea t ly  influenced by the scope o f people- 
problems r e la t iv e  to the local society and organization. The study 
fu rthe r  id e n t i f ie d  the function o f  the County Agent position (Extension 
Agent in V irg in ia )  to provide fo r  the development and implementation o f  
an informal educational program with local people.
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Studies re la t iv e  to  problem solving in Extension by the 
Quarricks with Agents in  West V i r g in ia , [73] and Utz 's  study[74] re la te  
to the need o f  Agents to have a conceptual understanding o f Extension 
Program Development.
A study e n t i t le d  "County Extension: Program Development A
Descriptive Study"[75] involved fo r ty -e ig h t  counties from sixteen  
states in the United States and raised the question of program 
development and people involvement.
The purpose o f  the investigation  by Dohr and Finley was three­
fo ld .  The following three purposes were addressed in th e ir  study:[76]
1. To determine how, in p ractice , an Extension Agent in a 
county develops programs.
2. To determine i f  local c it izen s  are involved in th is  
development and i f  so, how they are involved.
3. To determine what factors and c it izen s  influence  
the decisions in that development.
A fte r  a review o f  the study and the d e f in it io n s  o f terms, i t
is  the position o f  th is  researcher tha t the positions taken by Dohr
and Finley re la te  to the development and involvement o f people r e la t iv e  
to educational experiences and not an Extension Unit's Program which is 
a t  le a s t  a year in le n g th . [77]
In answer to the question "Why are local c it izen s  involved in 
program development?" the most common response to why local c it izens  
were involved was "to give ideas, help focus and set p r io r i t ie s ,  
evaluate previous programs, and le g it im iz e  programs.[78] Other reasons 
were presented including educational value to c it izen s  planning the 
program and a few responses ind icating  the additional funding source 
fo r  the program required c i t iz e n  committee involvement fo r  developing 
the program.
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Dr. Charles Wood, professor a t  Georgetown U n ive rs ity , presented 
a ta lk  about "People Involvement" a t  a campus meeting o f Extension,
VPI and SU, October 31, 1979 .[79 ]
Dr. Wood's presentation raised issue with "a v a r ie ty  of notions 
to what constitutes 'People Involvement' in the l i f e  o f  a program, 
organization, or i n s t i t u t io n : " [80]
(1) Financial support.
(2) 'Volunteers' to do jobs which paid s ta f f  are unable or 
unwilling to do.
(3) Another notion, represented in many federal programs
is that whereby the le g is la t io n  authorizing the program 
creates an 'advisory council' to 'advise . . . '  th is  
kind o f ' l e g is la t iv e ly  mandated' people involvement -  
usually ca lled  'c i t i z e n  p a r t ic ip a t io n '  -  has run 
rampant in recent years.
(4) . . . 'People Involvement' is predicated on the 
assumption th a t  you resort to th is  strategy p r im arily  
as a device to build support fo r  what you are going 
to do anyway.
Wood submitted th a t  none o f  the above " . . .  constitu te  in 
any sense the meaningful, thoughtful involvement o f  people in a 
decision-making process."[81]
The comments by Wood ca ll  a tten tio n  to one "of the most 
comprehensive summaries r e la t iv e  to people involvement. The book is 
'Planning and Organizing fo r  Social Change' by Dr. Jack Rothman."[82] A 
review o f  th is  te x t  presents concerns which are supportive o f Wood's 
comments.
In Wood's view a philosophy o f "People Involvement" must be 
predicated on certa in  basic assumptions:[83]
(1) The involvement o f  people in any decision-making 
process which a f fe c ts  them is  c r i t i c a l l y  important 
i f  those decisions are to r e f le c t  accurately the 
hopes, asp ira t io ns , needs, and idiosyncrasies of  
those a ffe c te d .
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(2 ) Such involvement must be genuine and not cosmetic.
I t  must be taken seriously by a l l  concerned.
(3) 'People Involvement" in public program decision­
making should create the kind o f in te rac tion  which 
both a f fe c ts  and is a ffected  by the decision­
making process.
(4) The process or s trategy which can take many forms 
must be void o f  e x p lo ita t iv e  or manipulative  
in te n t  i f  i t  is  to enjoy the kind o f c r e d ib i l i t y  
which w i l l  assure maximum input and p a r t ic ip a t io n .
(5 )  Those s ta f f in g  the program must perform th e ir  
jobs with an in te n s ity  o f  purpose and a level of  
competence which inspires those who are otherwise 
involved to feel confident tha t the program is  
worthy o f  th e i r  commitment.
The basic assumptions r e la t iv e  to people involvement can be 
found in Extension Units in varying degrees. And as is  suggested one 
must be aware o f  the h is to r ic  roots , view of Extension, and cu ltura l  
cl im a te .[84]
Dohr and Boyle concluded " . . .  th a t  local c it izen s  and th e ir  
cu ltu ra l patterns do influence program development decisions as does 
natural phenomena, tim e, economic fac to rs , national issues, le g is la t io n  
and Extension personnel." [8 5 ]
The report on "Extension Program Development and I ts  
Relationship to Extension Management Information Systems," provides not 
only a conceptual framework fo r  program development but also emphasizes 
concepts and competences (knowledge and s k i l l s ) ,  which the ad hoc 
committee recognized as important fo r  those involved in program 
development.[86]
The six basic concepts fo r  Extension Program development a r e : [87]
I .  In s t i tu t io n a l  Framework
I I .  Program Development; Organizational Base 
I I I .  Program Determination
IV. Program Strategy
V. Program Action
V I.  Program Evaluation
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The committee emphasized tha t i f  there is  not understanding 
and acceptance o f  the specifics of each concept by those s t a f f  members 
in each u n it  they are o f  l i t t l e  consequences. The committee fu rther  
noted th a t  "recent experience in increasing program emphasis with those 
audiences who have t r a d i t io n a l ly  been non-partic ipators has emphasized 
and reconfirmed our need to reemphasize the basic philosophies, 
concepts, and processes in program development.[88]
Meador [89] concluded th a t  "Urban county program building  
committee members and county extension agents have contradictory  
perceptions regarding the following Extension teaching methods: large
group meetings, short courses, seminars, workshops, c l in ic s ,  mass 
media, telephone c a l ls ,  and publications."
Competence Areas Related to Program Development 
A study o f 1250 Extension Agents in e ight states was used to 
develop a suggested Performance Evaluation System.[90] In th is  study an 
extensive l is t in g  o f knowledge areas, s k i l l s ,  a b i l i t i e s ,  and other 
ch a rac te r is t ics  were id e n t i f ie d  through use o f  a Job Analysis  
Questionnaire. "Since few agents operated exc lusively  in a single  
program area, an operational d e f in i t io n  o f  job class was used based on 
percent o f  time spent in a program (emphasis) area ."  [91]
About f i f ty -o n e  percent o f  the Agents indicated tha t they 
spent seventy percent o f  th e ir  time in one program a re a [92]
Some fourteen "Major Functional Duties" were id e n t i f ie d .  In 
the duty area id e n t i f ie d  as "Recru it,  T ra in , and U t i l i z e  Lay Leaders" 
a range o f  sixty-seven percent involvement to n inety -s ix  percent 
involvement was noted. The average fo r  a l l  agents was e ig h ty - f iv e
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p erce n t.[93]
The Job Analysis Questionnaire used fo r  the study o f 1250 
Agents included one hundred th i r ty -e ig h t  knowledge areas which yielded  
fo r ty -e ig h t  knowledge c lu s te rs .  Of these, fourteen clusters re la te  to 
th is  research proposal, and these fourteen a r e : [94]
Knowledge Clusters 
Cluster Number Know!edge
1 Teaching methods 
Educational Evaluation Methods 
Educational Program Development
2 Oral Communication Techniques
Mass Media
Knowledge o f public re la t io n s  techniques, 
princ ip les  and methods
3 General awareness o f needs o f  people
Human motivation
Individual and group behavior 
Group Process, dynamics
4 Program planning and development 
Program evaluation methods 
Needs assessment techniques 
Voluntary organization -  development
and management
5 4-H Organization, goals and programs
7 Parliamentary Procedures
11 C iv i l  r ig h ts ,  laws, and a f f irm a tiv e
action guidelines
12 Behavior patterns
Understanding o f  local cu ltu ra l groups 
Knowledge o f local languages
24 Characteris tics o f  Community One Works In
30 Community services and f a c i l i t i e s
Economic planning and development 
Rural planning and development 
Recreation/tourism  
Public policy making 
Data co llec t io n
Cluster Number Knowledge
31 Economics
Accounting -  bookkeeping
36 Fund ra is ing
40 Emergency d isaster procedures
45 Research design and methodology
Computer operations
The study fu rth e r  id e n t i f ie d  those s itu a tiona l factors w ithin
the geographical, o rgan iza tiona l,  and social environment in which the
agent performs. "These factors often include circumstances and
conditions over which the agent and/or the Cooperative Extension
Service as a whole have l i t t l e  or no con tro l. Such s itu a tiona l
factors usually have more impact on the resu lts  achieved than on the
job behaviors o f  the a g e n t ." [95] These behaviors were individual
charac te r is t ics  expressed in terms o f "knowledge, s k i l l s ,  a b i l i t i e s ,
and other c h a ra c te r is t ic s ." [96]
Some o f  the th ir ty - tw o  s itua tiona l factors are l is te d  as
re la t in g  to people involvement in program development.[97]
1. S ta f f  shortages or u n a v a i la b i l i ty
2. Problems with other s t a f f  member(s)
3. Budgetary problems
4. Problems with supplies and/or equipment
5. Problems with previous year's  plan o f work and/or
program a c t iv i t ie s
6. Other factors  associated with county o f f ic e
7. Scheduling c o n fl ic ts
8. Problems with f a c i l i t i e s
9. Problems with lay  leaders or other volunteers
10. Problems with  mass media
11. Problems with other agencies in community
12. P o l i t ic a l  circumstances
13. Economic circumstances
14. Cultural circumstances
15. Problems associated with c l ie n te le  expectations
16. Other factors associated with comnunity or c l ie n te le
17. Weather conditions
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18. Factors associated with pestulance or po llu tion
19. Other ecological factors
20. Problems with regulations
21. Policy changes
22. Program changes
23. Problems with spec ia lis ts  or other resources
24. Other Federal or State factors
25. Training opportunity problems
26. Transportation problems
Of the one hundred and th irty -seven  jo b -re la ted  knowledge 
requirements, twenty-nine were re la ted  to program development and are 
l is te d  below.[98]
1. Teaching methods
2. Educational evaluation methods
3. Educational program development
4. Oral communication techniques
5. Knowledge o f  public re la t ions  techniques, princip les  
and methods
6. General awareness o f needs o f people
7. Human motivation
8. Indiv idual and group behavior
9. Group process, dynamics
10. Parliamentary procedures
11. C iv i l  r ig h ts ,  laws, and a f f irm a tiv e  action guidelines
12. Behavior patterns
13. Understanding o f  local cu ltu ra l groups
14. Knowledge o f  local languages
15. Characteris tics  o f  community one works in
16. Program planning and development
17. Program evaluation methods
18. Needs assessment techniques
19. Voluntary organization -  development and management
20. 4-H organization goals and programs
(should apply to a l l  program areas)
21. Community services and f a c i l i t i e s
22. Economic planning and development
23. Rural planning and development
24. Public policy  making
25. Data co llec t io n
26. Fund ra is in g
27. Emergency d isaster procedures
28. Research design and methodology
29. Computer operations
S k i l ls ,  a b i l i t i e s  and other c h a ra c te r is t ic  determinants were
presented in a l i s t  o f  requirements. These requirements were presented
under major headings o f : [99]
A. Commitment to the Job
B. Communication S k i l ls
C. Interpersonal S k i l ls
D. Positive A tt itu d e
E. Program and Development Direction
F. Problem Solving
G. Self-Confidence
Based on a review o f  the material the following were determined to be 
re levant to th is  research proposal and are l is te d  as presented in the 
reference m ate r ia l.  The major requirements and each su b -l is t in g  are 
as fo llow s:[100]
Interpersonal S k i l ls
1. Establish rapport with a l l  kinds o f audiences
2. Work as a member o f  a team
3. Establish good public re la t ions
4. Avoid or mediate c o n f l ic t
5. Outgoing personality
6. Seeing things from o ther 's  point o f view
7. W ill ing  to give and l e t  others take c re d it  for  
mutual accomplishments
8. Enjoys working with adults
9. Tact
10. Diplomatic
11. Work with a l l  kinds of people
12. Respect customs
13. Lead others
14. Motivate others 
Positive A tt itu d e
1. Enthusiasm for work
2. W ill ing  to learn
3. Optim istic a t t i tu d e
4. Open-minded
5. W il l in g  to adapt to change 
Program and Development Direction
1. Develop educational program m ateria ls
2. Carry out an e f fe c t iv e  program 
Problem Solving
1. Recognize problems
2. Determine r e la t iv e  importance o f problems and 
set p r io r i t ie s
3. Think program through from plan to accomplishments
4. Make sound decisions
5. Analyze and solve problems
6. Use good judgment
7. O bjective, unbiased
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8. Resourceful
9. Use one's own experiences
10. Handle a c r is is
11. Use local resources
12. W il l in g  to seek and use new technology
13. Innovative  
Self-Confidence
1. S e lf  confident
2. W il l in g  to accept constructive c r i t ic is m
3. W il l in g  to admit ignorance
4. Awareness of own strengths and weaknesses
Urban Area
Brown[101] presented the characteris t ics  o f  the urban areas from 
a problem-orientation basis. These were:
1. High population density
2. Social control w ith in  la rge-sca le  specialized organizations
3. Less indiv idual control over personal destin ies
4. Existence o f  apathy
5. Impersonal social re lationships
6. Wide range o f  services performed by government
7. S t r a t i f ic a t io n  according to social pos it ion , income, 
values, place o f residence, and race
8. Problems associated with crime, youth delinquency, 
water, transporta tion , p o llu t io n , energy housing, and 
social a l ie n a tio n
The c a l l  fo r  extension to address needs o f the public on a
needs basis ra ther than a geographic basis was included in the
following statement from "A People and a S p i r i t  -  1968".[102]
The Cooperative Extension Service must not disavow 
i t s  ex is ting  re s p o n s ib i l i t ie s  to and a c t iv i t y  with  
non-metropolitan areas. But the Committee recommends 
th a t  Extension evolve i t s  fu ture  programs on a basis 
o f  public need ra ther than upon a r t i f i c i a l  geographic
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boundaries. While the Cooperative Extension Service 
w i l l  continue to  build upon i t s  strengths in rural  
areas, there should be an increasing commitment in  
urban areas in the years ahead.
The influence o f  urbanization r e la t iv e  to the concepts of
Extension programming was evident in the publications and research o f
the la te  s ix t ie s  and e a r ly  seventies. Mi 11e r [ l 03] and Paulson[104) both
expressed a b e l ie f  th a t  the t ra d it io n a l  Extension model was inadequate.
I f  hindsight is  permissable Fessler[105] stated the s itu a tion
th a t was to develop in the fu tu re .
The diminishing ro le  o f  farming in many rural sections 
plus rapid urbanization o f  other areas in which 
Extension has been active  in the past demands a
reth inking o f  Extension's ro le  and willingness to
make adjustments, no matter how d ra s t ic ,  to better  
f u l f i l l  the needs o f  a l l  the people. As state  
le g is la tu re s  become more responsive to the urban 
e lec to ra te  our f a i lu r e  to make th is  adjustment w i l l  
a l l  too soon be made apparent to us.
Ahlgren and Ratchford[106] referred  to "The Scope Report" as a
representation o f  ". . . the best th inking o f leading Extension
workers on how, where, what, and with whom the Cooperative Extension
Service w i l l  be working fo r  many years to come."
In th is  report one can find  nine program emphasis areas
s u f f ic ie n t ly  broad to encompass Extension's to ta l  re s p o n s ib il i ty . [1 0 7 ]
These areas were:
Production
Marketing
Resources
Management
Family
Youth
Leadership 
Community 
Public A f fa irs
B a rt le t t [1 0 8 ]  as e a r ly  as 1964 suggested tha t the Cooperative
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Extension S erv ice 's  urban ro le  was not c le a r ly  defined. His find ings  
did in d ica te  a trend toward g reater involvement o f extension agents in  
urban Extension educational programs.
E. T. York, J r . [109] described the impact o f  urbanization o f the 
s ix tie s  when he said " . . .  Seldom have friends o f an organ ization  
expressed greater in te re s t or such divergent views over i ts  fu tu re  
mission."
Precautions in  Considering Extension "Workers111 Perceptions 
o f Extension Program Development
Gessaman and Rose[110] c a ll a tte n tio n  to the community 
development (CD) process and the Extension programming process as 
social processes.
The s im ila r it ie s  o f the two processes were given:
1. Both s ta r t  w ith study o f the community.
2. Both involve la y  persons who are supposed to
id e n t ify  the divergency between the community 
s itu a tio n , and community ideals fo r i ts  
s itu a tio n .
3. Both are continuing processes th a t go on over 
time i f  the processes are to be f u l ly  o p era tio n a l.
4. The short run p ay -o ff fo r members o f the groups 
th a t id e n t ify  the divergency between "What is" and 
"What should be" (the in i t ia t in g  group o f the CD
process, the study committee and advisory board
o f the programming process) is  d i f f i c u l t  to id e n t ify .
The d ifferences are " . . .  much less evident unless the in ten t 
and nature o f the processes are kept c le a r ly  in  r n in d .[m ]  These 
d ifferences are:
In te n t
1. The community development process has as i ts  
intended output a community (group) decision
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th a t may re s u lt  in  an action p ro jec t or more 
CD process a c t iv i t ie s .
The intended output o f the Extension 
programming process is  the id e n t if ic a t io n  o f  
long run educational goals and the design o f 
annual plans o f work complementary to those goals.
2. Any community development process may invo lve , 
or may be p a r t ia l ly  dependent upon Extension 
programs, but the in te n t o f the process is  to  
develop a d ire c t response to perceived community 
problems.
The Extension programming process is  
in it ia te d  by Extension to meet the programming 
needs o f Extension, i . e . ,  to ensure th a t the 
program o f educational a c t iv it ie s  carried  on 
by Extension is  appropriate and adequate given 
the nature o f educational needs o f c l ie n te le .
Thus, the in te n t is  to develop an in d ire c t  
response to perceived community problems.
3. The CD process may be carried  on independent o f  
Extension educational programs, or Extension 
educational programs may be among the con tribu ting  
factors  th a t help the process move forward.
The programming process must involve Extension 
because the output (educational goals and annual 
plans o f work) is  a jo in t  product o f Extension 
and community inputs. The programming process 
cannot move forward w ithout Extension and 
community p a rt ic ip a tio n .
Gessaman and Rose[112] present two typ ica l s itu a tio n s  and by so 
doing ra is e  a precaution when considering an Extension worker's  
perceptions o f Extension Program development. The two s itu a tio n s  are:
1. In  the typ ica l s itu a tio n  the Extension worker may
have been exposed to one or more presentations where 
the CD process was presented as the way to work with  
the community in an Extension CD program. I f  so, 
the CD process is  the place he/she s ta rts  and the 
programming e f fo r t  may never get underway.
2. Or, despite a d e lib e ra te  attempt to work through
the programming process, persons recru ited  fo r the
programming study committee may react to discussion 
o f community problems by becoming an action group.
When th is  happens, the arena o f p a rtic ip a tio n  s h ifts
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( i t  is  usually an unconscious s h i f t )  from the 
programming process to the CD process. I f  the 
re s u ltin g  CD process leads to another and another, 
the Extension worker soon is  f u l ly  employed in  
working w ith groups involved in the CD process.
And, program planning is  permanently sidetracked.
In  regard to th is  precaution the statements by Shaw and
Pittenger are in  order. They comment th a t "c u rre n tly , no sing le
perceptual theory ex is ts  which encompasses both the in tr in s ic  factors
o f perception a ris in g  from the design and attunement of the perceptual
systems as well as the e x tr in s ic  factors contributed by the objects
and events perce ived ."[113]
Poole[114] concluded " th a t there was less agreement between
position  groups on perceived importance o f program determ ination tasks
than any o f the six task categories ," id e n tif ie d  in  his study. The
"Program Determination Tasks" he id e n tif ie d  were:
Task o f Program Leader
-Counsel w ith agents on subject areas needing emphasis 
in  th e ir  respective units  
-Counsel w ith agents on suggested program planning 
procedures
-Study a v a ila b le  reports to gain an understanding o f 
the makeup o f the d is t r ic t  
-Counsel w ith agents on how to estab lish  p r io r it ie s  
fo r u n it programs 
-M aintain  close contact w ith program area research 
base to share w ith agents 
-Provide agents w ith u p -to -d a te , innovative , research- 
based inform ation r e la t iv e  to the program area 
-Review u n it annual plans fo r t ie - in  to long range 
program statements 
-Provide guidance to units in accumulation o f factual 
inform ation fo r planning 
-Prepare a d is t r ic t  plan o f work
-Review u n it plans o f work fo r  adherence to guidelines  
and content
-Meet w ith appropriate s ta te  planning committees in  
form ulating the s ta te  plan o f work.
Meador[115j concluded th a t the "Urban county program build ing
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committee members presented evidence of a need fo r  b e tte r  understanding
the broad scope o f Cooperative Extension Service educational programs
w ith in  the areas o f human and community resource development."
Beeman, Cheek and McGhee[116] reported:
. . . th a t s ig n ific a n t d iffe ren c es , a t  the .05 le v e l,  
existed between incumbent agents and s ta te  s ta f f  
members re la t iv e  to the fo llow ing six competency 
categories: program planning; program execution;
research; understanding human behavior; teaching; 
and 4-H.
Soobitsky and Cunningham[117] studied the tra in in g  needs o f 
urban 4-H Extension Agents who were working w ith disadvantaged 
c lie n te le .  The agents were from twelve north-eastern s ta tes . The 
tenure w ith th e ir  respective states was less than f iv e  years. These 
Extension agents were asked to respond to nine areas o f competency and 
the study re s u lts  showed th a t the m ajo rity  perceived the statements 
under the areas o f e ffe c tiv e  th inking  and technical knowledge to be 
o f equal importance to th e ir  job followed by both social systems and 
program planning and development.
S trick land  in  1971 concluded th a t there existed gaps between 
Extension agents and County Extension chairmen as to what the other 
was doing " . . .  thereby hindering to ta l s ta f f  un ity  toward overa ll 
Extension o b je c tiv e s ." £ l18]
CHAPTER I I I  
METHODOLOGY
A d escrip tive  survey[119] was the procedure used to  conduct th is
study. A summation is  presented fo r  each o f the fo llow ing sections to
ass is t the reader in  understanding the sequence o f methods undertaken 
by th is  in ves tig a to r.
Prelim inary Search 
In  the f a l l  o f 1979, the in ves tig a to r was introduced to the 
previously referenced report which contained "A Conceptual Framework 
fo r  Program Development."[120]
In i t ia l  review o f selected l i te r a tu r e  indicated th a t an
actual presentation o f the conceptual framework and i ts  phraseology had
not been presented to the to ta l f ie ld  s ta f f  o f an Extension Service. 
Related studies done a t W isconsin,[121] F Io r id a [ l22] and USDA[123] were 
reviewed. During February, 1980, re la ted  l i t e r a tu r e  was id e n tif ie d  and 
reviewed through the use o f computer search ("BLISS") a t  LSU. A 
fo llow -up search was completed in  December o f 1980. D isserta tion  
Abstracts In te rn a tio n a l and Educational Resources Inform ation Center 
(ERIC)were also u t i l iz e d .
Copies o f the research proposal and a te n ta tiv e  survey 
instrument were submitted to members o f the in v e s tig a to r 's  doctoral 
committee in  A p r i l ,  1980. The revised proposal and questionnaire were 
reviewed and approval to  proceed w ith the study was obtained.
A le t t e r  requesting approval fo r the study and a copy o f the
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revised proposal and questionnaire were submitted to Dr. W illiam  R.
Van Dresser, Dean, v ia  Dr. Ann E. Thompson, Associate Dean, V irg in ia  
Cooperative Extension S erv ice . During May, 1980, the study was 
approved.
A le t t e r  bearing the signature o f Dr. W illiam  R. Van Dresser, 
Dean, accompanied each questionnaire on three occasions: to panel
members, to Extension Agents selected as the te s t group, and to the 
remaining population as defined fo r  th is  study (Appendix A ) .
Evaluation Panel 
The evaluation panel was selected in June, 1980. The 
in d iv id u a ls  represented consisted o f members o f my graduate committee, 
representatives who had served on the Program Development Ad Hoc 
Committee and selected representatives of the V irg in ia  Cooperative 
Extension Service previously c ited  in  the acknowledgement section. 
Their comments and suggestions were incorporated in to  the instrument. 
The completion o f th is  phase was f in a liz e d  in August o f 1980.
Design o f Questionnaire  
The questionnaire was so designed th a t the cover page included 
a b r ie f  purpose statem ent, locatio n  o f d e ta iled  in s tru c tio n , scale 
being used and id e n t if ic a t io n  o f the major parts (columns) in Section 
I  and the re tu rn  m ailing  in s tru c tio n s . Section I contained the s ta te ­
ments (Column I I )  and the respective column fo r  in d ica tin g  the 
respondent's choice. In  Column I  the respondent was instructed to 
record his perception o f the concept or competence as to the degree 
o f understanding o f the concepts or competences needed by local (non-
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Extension) ind iv idu als  form ally  involved in  developing the local units  
Extension Program.
Each statement in  the questionnaire required th a t respondents 
c ir c le  a number which best represented th e ir  perception regarding the 
importance o f the statement. Statements perceived to be o f very high 
importance to Extension Agents in Extension Program Development required  
th a t respondents c irc le  the numeral f iv e .  Statements perceived to be 
o f high importance required a numeral four to be c irc le d . Statements 
perceived to be o f moderate importance required a numeral three to be 
c irc le d . Statements perceived to be o f low importance required a 
numeral two to be c irc le d . Statements perceived to be o f very low 
importance required a numeral one to be c irc le d . Statements perceived 
to be o f no importance or not app licab le  required the le t t e r  "N" to be 
c irc le d .
In ad d itio n , each statement in the questionnaire required th a t 
respondents c irc le  a number which best represented th e ir  perception  
r e la t iv e  to the degree o f understanding o f the concept or competence 
needed by local (non-Extension) ind iv idu als  form ally  involved in 
developing the local u n it 's  Extension Program. Statements perceived 
to need a very high degree o f understanding required a numeral f iv e  to 
be c irc le d . Statements perceived to need a high degree o f under­
standing required a numeral four to be c irc le d . Statements perceived 
to need a moderate degree o f understanding required a numeral three to 
be c irc le d . Statements perceived to need a low degree o f understanding 
required a numeral two to  be c irc le d . Statements perceived to need a 
very low degree o f understanding required a numeral one to be c irc le d .
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Three questionnaires constructed by S tr ic k la n d ,[124] Poole ,[125 
and O liv e r [126] fo r  s im ila r  studies were also reviewed during the 
evolution and the development o f th is  questionnaire (Appendix B ).
Test Group
The prin ted  questionnaire was submitted to the te s t group 
o f Extension Agents in  September, 1980. Computation o f r e l ia b i l i t y  
fac to rs  was f in a liz e d  in  October, 1980.
Determination o f R e lia b i l i ty
The procedure used to determine the r e l ia b i l i t y  o f the 
instrument was the Spearman Rank C orre lation  ( r s ) .  Roscoe developed 
a tab le  o f "the sampling d is tr ib u tio n  o f the Spearman rank c o rre la tio n  
c o e ffic ie n t"  fo r selected numbers.[127] The number o f respondents in the 
te s t group was tw en ty -e igh t, therefore  the " c r it ic a l  value o f the 
Spearman C orre lation  C o e ffic ie n t would need to be .317 a t .05 leve l o f 
s ign ificance fo r  a o n e -ta ile d  te s t and .377 fo r a tw o -ta ile d  te s t .  I f  
the c r i te r ia  was fo r  .01 leve l o f s ig n ifican c e , then the c r i t ic a l  value 
o f the Spearman C orre lation  C o e ffic ie n t would need to be .448 level 
o f s ign ificance  fo r  o n e -ta iled  te s t and .496 level o f s ign ificance fo r  
tw o -ta ile d  te s t .
A review o f the computer analysis o f the ind iv idual statements 
to which the test-group respondents rep lied  revealed there were only 
two statements which fa ile d  to meet the c r i te r ia  o f .317 a t the .05 
leve l o f s ign ificance fo r  the te s t group o f 28 (and or the 
corresponding value i f  there was a sm aller number, i . e .  N=24 would have 
had to  meet the c r i te r ia  of .3 43 ). Therefore, i f  the statement had
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an N o f 24 then th is  researcher used the value o f  .343.
Based on th is  analysis three statements were determined not to 
meet the c r ite r io n  used. These are presented in  Table 4 . These 
three statements were not a lte re d  or revised fo r the f in a l instrument 
due to time and economic con stra in ts .
The "Spearman C orre lation  C oeffic ien ts" fo r  Comparison o f 
subgroups (A-F) from the questionnaires completed by the test-group  
are presented in  Appendix E.
On November 19, 1980 a l l  423 questionnaires and re la ted  
m ateria l: (1 ) a cover le t t e r  from the researcher (Appendix C ), (2 ) a
le t t e r  bearing the signature of Dr. W. R. Van Dresser, Dean (Appendix A) 
and, (3 ) a general in s tru c tio n  sheet (Appendix D) were mailed to the 
423 ind iv iduals  making up the population fo r  th is  study. (4) A s e lf -  
addressed stamped envelope was also provided to  the respondent fo r  
returning the completed questionnaire on or before December 8, 1980.
The Population
This study d e a lt w ith three respondent groups: Extension
Agents, Extension Unit Chairmen, and Extension D is t r ic t  S ta ffs .
Of the 423 po ten tia l respondents remaining in  the population  
a to ta l o f  321 re p lie d . Twelve o f these were in a status which excluded 
them from the population. These statuses were educational leave , 
extended sick leave, or no longer w ith the organ ization .
Six questionnaires were received which the in ves tig a to r  
designated as not useable.
Eight questionnaires were received a f te r  December 31, 1980.
Thus the actual useable questionnaires to ta led  295. This represented
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TABLE 4
L is tin g  o f statements th a t had a c r i t ic a l  value o f less than 0.377 a t  
the .05 leve l o f s ign ificance fo r  tw o -ta iled  te s t .
Number
Im portan t-B l5 
Im portant-B l6
Statement
Understands and accepts the strengths 
and lim ita tio n s  of problem-solving 
through group in te ra c tio n .
Requires a lo t  o f input from others 
before can recognize problems or needs 
of the people.
Understanding-E4 Inform ation d is tr ib u tio n  is  Extension 
Agent's primary goal.
Computed "r" 
0.208
0.343
0.281
52
70 percent o f the 423 po ten tia l respondents remaining in the population  
o r ig in a lly  established and previously mentioned. This percentage was 
obtained using a fo llow -up le t t e r  to non-respondents (Appendix F ).
Questionnaire
The study questionnaire consisted o f twelve sub-groups (A-F) 
id e n tify in g  concepts and competence (A -l through F-20, Section I ) .
A. In s t itu t io n a l Framework: Statements A-l through A-20
sought inform ation in d ic a tin g  the respondent's perception o f selected  
concepts and competences regarding the boundaries in which the 
respective ind iv idual would be operating . These statements o f the 
concepts and competences were s p e c if ic a lly  used to obtain an ind ica tion  
o f th e ir  importance to Extension Agents as well as th e ir  perception
o f degree o f understanding needed by lay  persons.
B. O rganizational Base: Statements B-l through B-20 sought
inform ation re la t iv e  to  the respondent's perception o f selected  
concepts and competences re la te d  to organ izational development and 
involvement o f people in  developing a local Extension Program.
C. Program Determ ination: Statements C-l through C-20 sought
inform ation from the respondents re la t iv e  to  making decisions w ith  
regard to the p r io r ity  o f goals and objectives on a long range basis
D. Program S tra teg y : Statements D-l through D-20 sought
inform ation from the respondents re la t iv e  to th e ir  perceptions o f and 
planning the educational ob jectives to be accomplished during the year.
E. Program A ction : Statements E-l through E-29 sought the
perception o f the respondent regarding the in i t ia t io n  and carrying out 
o f planned s tra teg ies  d irected  toward the accomplishment o f program
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goals and o b jec tives .
F. Program E valuation : Statements F-l through F-20 sought the
perception o f the respondents re la t iv e  to program evaluation through 
people involvement.
In  summary, the questionnaire was divided in to  the fo llow ing
parts:
1 . Six Basic Concepts and Competence Areas o f Extension 
Program Development and th e ir  importance to Extension 
Agents in  Extension Program Development.
2. Six Basic Concept and Competence Areas o f Extension 
Program Development re la t iv e  to the degree o f understanding 
o f each needed by local ind iv idu als  form ally  involved in  
developing the local u n it 's  Extension Program.
3. The Program Emphasis areas in the V irg in ia  Cooperative 
Extension Service during the study period.
4. General inform ation on each respondent’ s group.
C ollection  o f  Data
The inform ation was co llected  via  a mail questionnaire from 
the Extension Agents, Unit Chairmen and D is t r ic t  S ta f f .
The questionnaire was the same fo r a l l  three groups. The 
questionnaire was prepared in  pamphlet form and consisted o f twelve 
pages (8% by 5 % ) .  Column I  contained the ra tin g  procedure and scale
id e n t if ic a t io n  fo r  "importance to" Extension Agents  Column I I I
contained the ra tin g  procedure and scale id e n t if ic a t io n  fo r  "degree o f 
understanding.. .needed by local in d iv id u a ls .. . ."
With the two-column ra tin g  approach the respondents were
instructed  to respond to one hundred and twenty items from a perceptual 
standpoint. The items were grouped according to sub-group designations  
which correspond to the s ix -bas ic  conceptual areas id e n t if ie d  in  the 
model previously c ite d . The responses to the perceptions o f the 
concepts or competences in  terms o f  th e ir  importance to Extension 
Agents in Extension Program Development were sought on a f iv e -p o in t  
scale (Column 1) from "Very High Importance" to "Very Low Importance."
A category fo r  "No Importance or Not Applicable" was provided. The 
perception o f each o f the respondents as to the degree o f understanding 
o f the concepts and competences needed by local (non-Extension) 
ind iv idu a ls  fo rm ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension 
Program was sought on a f iv e -p o in t  scale (Column I I I )  from "Very High 
Degree" to "Very Low Degree". A category fo r  "No understanding Needed 
or Not Applicable" was provided.
Respondents were asked to provide selected general inform ation  
which could have an impact on th e ir  perceptions. This inform ation was 
co llected  in  such a way th a t i t  could be categorized according to 
urban/rural locatio n  and by d is t r ic t  in which the extension personnel 
were located.
Analysis o f Data
The major a n a ly tic a l dimensions o f th is  study were o r ig in a lly  
id e n tif ie d  in  Figure 1. The f i r s t  was concerned w ith the urban/rural 
designation o f the Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen. The second was 
concerned w ith the Extension Agent and Unit Chairmen's primary program 
emphasis and i ts  impact on th e ir  perception re la t iv e  to the local 
u n it 's  Extension Program Development. F in a lly , the study was to focus
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on the consensus o f  the perceptions o f Extension Agents, Unit Chairmen 
and D is t r ic t  S ta f f  regarding the selected concepts and competences by 
sub-group and t o t a l .
Data contained in  the completed questionnaires were coded on 
to computer code sheets and then punched on cards fo r computer 
an a lys is . S ta t is t ic a l  tes ts  and tabu lations were performed on 
computers located a t the Louisiana S tate U n ivers ity  Computer Research 
Center.
The s ta t is t ic a l  procedures used included frequencies, 
percentages, and analysis o f variance. In the analysis o f variance  
te s ts , the .10 leve l o f p ro b a b ility  was used as a minimum le v e l.  This 
leve l o f p ro b a b ility  was selected as a basis fo r re je c tin g  or accepting 
the nu ll hypothesis fo r  both the s ix  Concept Categories and the 
selected concepts and competences w ith in  the respective Concept 
Categories.
Independent Variables
The data were analyzed according to the fo llow ing independent 
v a ria b le s :
1. Educational leve l obtained.
2. Years on the S ta f f  o f  V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension 
Service.
3. Years in  Present P osition .
4 . Number o f years involved in  a local u n it 's  Extension 
program development a t  u n it le v e l.
5. Years as U nit Chairman.
6. Estimated percentage o f to ta l annual time spent in  one o f 
the program emphasis areas.
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7. Number o f non-extension ind iv idu als  are fo rm ally  involved  
in  developing your local u n it 's  Extension Program.
8. Type o f f u l l  time occupational experiences other than in  
the V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service.
9. P rim arily  liv e d  during the past f if te e n  years.
10. Location o f  u n it as to designation (ru ra l or urban) by 
population.
11. Position re la t iv e  to Extension Agent, Unit Chairman, or 
D is tr ic t  S ta f f .
In summary th is  chapter presented a scope o f the study and the 
evolutionary process th a t culminated with the design o f the 
questionnaire and i ts  submission to the population. The r e l ia b i l i t y  o f 
the ind iv idual statements and the sub-groups to the to ta l were 
established using the Spearman Rank C orrelation  procedure and c r i t ic a l  
values established by Roscoe. Selected general inform ation was 
obtained from the respondents making up the independent variab les .
CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION OF GENERAL INFORMATION
The find ings which have a bearing on the objectives and
hypotheses presented in  Chapter I  w il l  be presented and discussed in
the fo llow ing chapters.
This study was concerned w ith the perceptions o f Extension 
Agents, Extension Unit Chairmen and Extension D is t r ic t  S ta f f  re la t iv e  
to  selected concepts and competences. These concepts and competences 
s p e c if ic a lly  re la te  to  Extension Program Development. I t  is  therefore  
lo g ica l to assume th a t the general inform ation re la ted  to background, 
experiences and ch a ra c te ris tic s  might impact upon the respondent's 
perceptions regarding concepts and competences re la ted  to the model 
fo r  Extension Program Development. The selected items in the general 
inform ation were used as independent variab les . The dependent variab le  
in  each case was the perception o f the concept (or competence). The
general in form ation, used as independent variab les were formal
education, tenure (organization  and p o s itio n ), years involved in 
Extension Program Development, Program Emphasis Area, number o f 
ind iv iduals  involved, race, u n it designation (u rb a n /ru ra l) .
This chapter w il l  deal p rim a rily  w ith the d is tr ib u tio n  o f the 
respondents in to  those categories id e n tif ie d  as the independent 
variab les .
Formal Educational Level 
The d is tr ib u tio n  o f respondents by formal educational leve l
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and position  is  shown in  Table 5 .  Ninety-seven percent o f Extension 
Agent respondents in  urban units  had a Bachelors degree, w hile 63 
percent had a Masters degree, and 4 percent had a Doctorate. N inety- 
nine percent o f the Extension Agents in  ru ra l un its  had a Bachelors 
degree, w hile 45 percent had a Masters degree and 2 percent had a 
Doctorate. One hundred percent o f the U n it Chairmen have a Bachelors 
w hile those from urban un its  reported 53 percent w ith Masters and 
those from ru ra l un its  had 39 percent w ith Masters. Two percent of 
Unit Chairmen from ru ra l un its  had a Doctorate. The D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
had 100 percent w ith Bachelors and Masters degrees, w hile 45 percent 
had a Doctorate.
Years on S ta ff
Table 6 shows the number o f respondents, by years on the s ta f f  
of the V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service. E igh ty-s ix  percent of 
the Extension Agents from urban un its  had 15 years or less , while  
those agents from ru ra l un its  were made up o f 81 percent w ith 15 years 
or less. The Unit Chairmen in both designations reported 51 percent 
w ith over 16 years or more and the D is t r ic t  S ta f f  was evenly s p l i t ,
50 percent w ith 15 years or less and 50 percent with 16 years or more.
In  the to ta l group, 70 percent had 15 years or less.
Present Position  
Table 7 shows the d is tr ib u tio n  o f the respondents by years in 
present p o s itio n . The Extension Agent categories , urban and r u r a l ,  had 
62 percent and 57 percent resp ective ly  fo r  the 5 years or less 
designation. The U n it Chairmen reported 31 percent w ith 5 years or
TABLE 5
D is t r ib u t io n  o f  Respondents According to  Formal Education Levels
Degree
Extension
Agent
(Urban)
N=78
Extension 
Agent 
(R ura l) 
N=124
Unit 
Chairmen 
(Urban) 
N=19
Unit
Chairmen
(Rural)
N=54
D is tr ic t
S ta ff
N=20
Percent
Bachelors 97 99 100 100 100
Masters 63 45 53 39 100
Doctorate 4 2 - 2 45
Other* 3 1 - - -
*  Ind ication  not made.
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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TABLE 6
D is t r ib u t io n  o f  Respondents By Years on S t a f f  o f  V ir g in ia  C oo p era tive  Extension  S erv ice , 1980
Number o f Years
Extension Aqents 
(U rban)(Rural) 
N=78 N=125
Unit Chairmen 
(U rban)(Rural) 
N=19 N=54
D is t r ic t
S ta ff
N=20
Total
Number=295
Percent
1 or less 8 11 5 2 0 7
2-5 29 29 10 11 20 24
6-10 36 27 16 11 10 25
11-15 13 14 16 15 20 14
16-20 6 5 21 15 30 10
21-25 4 9 16 12 10 11
26 or more 4 5 16 24 10 9
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
TABLE 7
D is t r ib u t io n  o f  Respondents by Years in  P resen t P o s it io n
Years in
Present Position
Extension Agents 
(Urban) (Rural) 
N=78 N=124
U nit Chairmen 
(U rban)(Rural) 
N=19 N=54
D is t r ic t
S ta ff
N=20
Total
Number=295
Percent
1 or less 17 23 5 7 10 17
2-5 45 34 26 19 55 35
6-10 22 19 21 11 15 18
11-15 6 13 16 22 20 14
16-20 5 2 11 13 - 5
21-25 4 7 10 20 •- 8
26 or more 1 2 11 8 3
Total 100 100 100 100 100
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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less fo r  urban and 26 percent w ith 5 years o f less fo r  ru ra l u n its . 
D is t r ic t  S ta f f  reported 65 percent w ith 5 years or less in  present 
p o s itio n . The to ta l group o f respondents had 52 percent in  the 5 year 
or less category in th e ir  present pos ition .
Years as a Unit Chairman 
The d is tr ib u tio n  o f Unit Chairmen by the number o f years 
reported as a U n it Chairman is  covered in  Table 8 . Seventy-four 
percent o f the respondents who are Unit Chairmen in urban units  had 
less than 10 years as Unit Chairmen. S ix ty -n in e  percent o f those in  
ru ra l un its  had less than 10 years as U nit Chairmen. As a t o t a l ,  the 
Unit Chairman respondents had 70 percent w ith less than 10 years as 
Unit Chairman. As a t o t a l ,  the Unit Chairman respondents had 70 
percent w ith  less than 10 years as Unit Chairman.
Undergraduate Concentration 
Table 9 depicts the Extension Agents by Major Areas o f Under­
graduate Concentration. Those agents from urban units  had 47 percent 
w ith the Home Economics m ajor, w hile those from rura l un its  had 48 
percent w ith  the Home Economics major.
Table 10 is  s im ila r  and is  fo r  the U nit Chairmen by major areas 
of undergraduate concentration. The U nit Chairmen in urban units  had 
42 percent in  A g ricu ltu re  and 42 percent in  Home Economics, w hile the 
Unit Chairmen in  ru ra l un its  had 65 percent in  A g ricu ltu re . F i f ty -  
nine percent o f the to ta l Unit Chairmen had a major in  A g ricu ltu re  as 
undergraduate concentration.
TABLE 8
D is trib u tio n  o f Unit Chairmen by Years Reported as a Unit Chairman
U nit Chairmen
(Urban)(Rural) Total
Years Reported N=19 N=54 Number=73
Percent
<1 16 6 8
1-4 26 44 40
5-9 32 19 22
10-14 21 20 20
15 or more 5 11 10
Total 100 100 100
Unit Chairmen: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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TABLE 9
D is t r ib u t io n  o f  E xtens ion  Agents by M ajor Areas o f  Undergraduate C o n cen tra tio n
Urban Location Rural Location Total
Major Area No.=78 No.=124 Number=202
Percent
Agricu lture 38 43 42
Home Economics (Family Resources) 47 48 48
Education 4 3 3
Biology 3 2 2
Others 8 4 5
Total 100 100 100
Extension Agents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
TABLE 10
D is trib u tio n  o f U nit Chairmen by Major Areas o f Undergraduate Concentration
Major Area Urban Location Rural Location Total
(B.S. or B .A .) No.=19 No. =54 Number=73
Percent
A griculture 42 65 59
Home Economics (Family Resources) 42 35 37
Education 11 3
Biology - - -
Others 5 _ 1
Total 100 100 100
U nit Chairmen: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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Involved in Local Unit 
Table 11 reveals the years o f involvement in  local u n it  
Extension Program Development by position  and urban /rural u n it  
designation. Eighty-ssix percent o f the Extension Agents in urban 
units had 15 years or less , w hile 80 percent o f those from ru ra l un its  
had 15 years or less. The U n it Chairmen from urban units  w ith 15 years 
or less represented 52 percent, while 46 percent of those from ru ra l 
units had 15 years or less. The D is t r ic t  S ta ff  was s p l i t  w ith 50 
percent w ith 15 years or less and 50 percent w ith 16 years or more.
Program Emphasis Areas 
Table 12 shows the estimated percentage o f to ta l annual time 
spent by the respondents in the program emphasis area: A g ric u ltu re .
One hundred and f i f t y  seven or 57 percent indicated time spent in  the  
area o f A g ricu ltu re . F ifty -o n e  percent o f the Extension Agents in  
urban units  indicated th a t they spent 50 percent or more o f th e ir  time 
in  th e ir  program emphasis area. Sixty-one percent o f the Extension 
Agents in  ru ra l un its  ind icated th a t they spent 50 percent or more of 
th e ir  time in  th is  program emphasis area. S ix ty -e ig h t percent of the 
U nit Chairmen in urban un its  ind icated th a t 50 percent or more o f th e ir  
time was spent in th is  program emphasis area. S ixty-tw o percent o f 
the U nit Chairmen in  ru ra l un its  indicated th a t they spent f i f t y  
percent or more o f th e ir  time in  the program emphasis area , A g ricu ltu re .
Table 13 shows the estimated percentage o f to ta l annual time 
spent in  the program emphasis area: Community Resource Development.
One hundred and e ighty  fo u r or 67 percent o f the 275 Extension Agents 
and Unit Chairmen ind icated time spent in  Community Resource
TABLE 11
D is trib u tio n  o f Respondents by Years 
Involved in  Local Unit Extension Program Development
Years
Local
Involved in  
Unit EPD
Extension Agents 
(Urban) (Rural) 
N=78 N=124
Unit Chairmen 
(Urban) (Rural) 
N=19 N=54
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
N=20 Total
Percent
<1 8 13 5 2 5 9
2-5 33 27 10 13 25 25
6-10 35 26 16 9 5 23
11-15 10 14 21 22 15 15
16-20 6 6 16 9 25 8
21-25 5 9 11 26 10 11
26 > 3 5 21 19 15 9
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
TABLE 12
D is t r ib u t io n  o f  Respondents According to  Estim ated  Percentage o f
T o ta l Annual Time Spent in  Each o f  th e  Program Emphasis A reas: A g r ic u ltu re
Estimated
Percentage o f Time 
Spent in  A gricu lture
Extension
(Urban)
N=37
Agents
(Rural)
N=67
Unit Chairmen 
(Urban) (Rural) 
N=13 N=40
Total 
Number=l57
Percent
<19 35 25 31 10 24
20-29 3 6 - 5 5
30-39 - - - 10 2
40-49 11 7 - 13 9
50-59 - 3 8 15 6
60-69 - 6 8 18 8
70-79 13 11 31 12 13
80-89 11 11 8 12 11
90> 27 31 14 5 22
Total 100 100 100 100 100
Respondents: V ir g in ia  C o operative  Extension  S e rv ic e , 1980.
TABLE 13
D is t r ib u t io n  o f  Respondents According to  Estim ated  Percentage o f  T o ta l
Annual Time Spent in  Each o f  th e  Program Emphasis A reas: Community Resource Development
Estimated Percentage 
o f Time Spent in 
Community Resource 
Development
Extension Agents 
(Urban (Rural) 
N=41 N=78
Unit Chairmen 
(Urban) (R ural) 
N=13 N=52
Total
Number=184
Percent
<19 73 78 77 77 77
20-29 10 14 15 13 13
30-39 2 3 8 10 5
40-49 5 - - - 1
50-59 - 2 - - *
60-69 - 1 - - *
70-79 5 - - - 1
80-89 - 1 - - *
90> 5 1 - - 2
Total 100 100 100 100 100
*Less than one p e rc e n t. Respondents: V ir g in ia  C oo p era tive  Extension  S e rv ic e , 1980.
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Development.
Table 14 reveals the time estimated to  be spent in  the program 
emphasis area: Family Resources. One hundred and s ix ty -tw o  or 59
percent o f 275 Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen ind icated time spent 
in the area of Family Resources. F if ty -e ig h t  percent o f these 
Extension Agents in  ru ra l un its  spent 50 percent or more o f th e ir  time 
in the Family Resource area, w hile 43 percent o f those from ru ra l units  
spent 50 percent or more of th e ir  time in th is  area. The U nit 
Chairmen from urban units  which indicated time spent in  th is  program 
emphasis area, 45 percent, ind icated 50 percent o f th e ir  time was spent 
in  Family Resources, w hile those U n it Chairmen from ru ra l un its  with  
time in  th is  area, 27 percent, ind icated th a t they spent 50 percent or 
more o f th e ir  time in  th is  program emphasis area. However, 53 percent 
of the 162 ind icated th a t 50 percent or more o f th e ir  tim e was spent 
in  Family Resources.
Table 15 shows th a t 242 of the respondents ind icated time spent 
in  the program emphasis area: 4-H/Youth. The la rg es t number of
respondents ind icated 50 percent or less of th e ir  time spent in  4-H / 
Youth. However, 59 percent did in d ica te  20 percent or more o f th e ir  
time in  th is  category.
People Involvement
Table 16 reveals the number o f non-Extension ind iv idu als  
ind icated on the questionnaire as being fo rm ally  involved in  developing 
the local u n it 's  Extension Program. E ig h ty -fiv e  percent o f the to ta l  
of 275 ind icated having people fo rm ally  involved in  developing the 
local Extension Program.
TABLE 14
D is trib u tio n  o f Respondents According to Estimated Percentage o f 
Total Annual Time Spent in  Each o f the Program Emphasis Areas: Family Resources
N=162 -----------------------------
Estimated Percentage 
o f Time Spent In  
Family Resource
Extension Agents 
(Urban) (Rural) 
N=41 N=72
U nit Chairmen 
(Urban) (R ural) 
N=11 N=38
Total
Number=162
Percent
<19 32 39 46 53 41
20-29 5 4 - 5 4
30-39 5 3 - 10 5
40-49 - 11 9 5 7
50-59 15 15 18 8 14
60-69 2 7 9 11 4
70-79 7 4 9 5 7
80-89 17 11 9 3 11
90> 17 6 - - 7
Total 100 100 100 100 100
Respondents: V ir g in ia  C o operative  E xtension  S e rv ic e , 1980.
TABLE 15
D is t r ib u t io n  o f  Respondents According to  Estim ated  Percentage o f
T o ta l Annual Time Spent in  Each o f  th e  Program Emphasis A reas: 4 -H /Y o u th
Estimated
Percentage o f Time 
Spent in  4-H/Youth
Extension Agents 
(Urban) (Rural) 
N=69 . N=106
U nit Chairmen 
(Urban) (R ural) 
N=15 N=52
Total
Number=242
Percent
<19 45 29 60 57 41
20-29 7 12 13 9 11
30-39 2 7 - 19 7
40-49 4 10 7 7 8
50-59 3 8 13 4 6
60-69 6 4 - 0 3
70-79 3 9 - 2 5
80-89 10 3 - - 4
90> 20 18 7 2 15
Total 100 100 100 100 100
Respondents: V ir g in ia  C o o p erative  Extension  S e rv ic e , 1980. 1^
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TABLE 16
D is trib u tio n  o f Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen by Number o f Non-Extension 
Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved in Developing Local U n it's  Extension Program
N=275
Extension Agent Unit Chairmen
Number o f Non-Extension (Urban) (Rural) (Urban) (R ural) Total
Ind iv iduals Reported_______________N=78______ N=124___________ N=19______ N=54________  N=275
Percent
1-9 3 10 5 9 7
10-15 16 20 16 19 18
16-20 17 11 5 -- 10
21-30 20 19 20 22 20
31-50 14 14 21 13 15
51 > 10 11 26 22 15
Zero or No Response 20 15 5 15 15
Total 100 100 100 100 100
Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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Occupational Experience 
Table 17 ind icates three broad summary categories o f 
occupational experiences other than in the V irg in ia  Cooperative 
Extension Serv ice. T h ir ty - f iv e  percent o f the 275 indicated one year 
or more in  an educational occupation other than w ith the V irg in ia  
Cooperative Extension Serv ice . Twenty-seven percent indicated  
occupational experience in  industry , business, or service re la ted  
occupations o f a non-managerial nature. Twenty-two percent indicated  
experience in  managerial s e ttin g .
P rim arily  Lived 
Table 18 reveals th a t 43 percent of a l l  respondents had 
p rim a rily  liv e d  in  ru ra l non farm settings during the past 15 years, 
w hile 38 percent had liv e d  in  suburban or urban se ttin g s . Nineteen 
percent o f the respondents had p rim a rily  live d  on farms during the 
past 15 years.
Audience (Race) C la s s ific a tio n  
Table 19 establishes the audience (race) c la s s if ic a tio n .
F ifteen  percent o f the Extension Agents, 18 percent o f the Unit 
Chairmen and 10 percent o f the D is t r ic t  S ta f f ,  were black. A ll other 
respondents were white except fo r one percent who checked the 
c la s s if ic a t io n , Asian and o ther.
»
Summary
This chapter has provided a summary o f the general inform ation  
in  re la t io n  to the order th a t i t  appeared on the questionnaire. Other 
data needed fo r  the analysis was obtained from the coded instrum ent.
TABLE 17
D is trib u tio n  o f Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen by Occupational 
Experiences Other than in  the V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
N=275
Extension Agents Unit Chairmen
Occupational Experiences (Urban) (R ural) (Urban) (R ural) Total
_____________________________________ N=78 N=124_________ N=19 N=54______________N=275
_________________Percent_____________________________________
Education 32 35 53 33 35
Industry, Business/Service 29 25 37 22 27
Management 14 23 26 30 22
TABLE 18
D is trib u tio n  o f Respondents by Their Ind ication  
Of Where They Have P rim arily  Lived During The Past F ifteen  Years
N=295
Extension Agent Unit Chairmen D is t r ic t  S ta ff Total
Category N=202 N=73 N=20 N=295
Percent
Farm or Ranch 20 17 20 19
Rural (non-farm) 40 56 25 43
Urban 18 16 25 18
Suburban 22 11 30 20
Total 100 100 100 100
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
TABLE 19
D is trib u tio n  o f Respondents by Audience (Race) C la s s ific a tio n
N=295
Audience C la s s ific a tio n
Extension Agents 
N=202
Unit Chairmen 
N=73
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
N=20
Percent
Asian (and other) 1 - -
Black 15 18 10
White 84 82 90
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
The general inform ation re la ted  to occupational experience, 
p rim a rily  lived  and audience (race) c la s s if ic a tio n  were provided to 
help understand the general make up o f the respondents. S ta t is t ic a l  
analysis re la t iv e  to these three aspects are not reported in  th is  
study.
CHAPTER 5 
PERCEIVED IMPORTANCE
The re la t iv e  importance of the concepts and competences as to  
th e ir  importance to  Extension Agents, U n it Chairmen and D is t r ic t  S ta f f  
w ill  be considered from an overa ll basis to the s p e c ific . This 
researcher has selected analysis which are more sp e c ific  in  nature.
The concept categories used in  the tab les re fe r  to  the s ix  basic concept 
groupings used in  the questionnaire and the Extension Program Develop­
ment model on which th is  study is  based.
Concepts
Table 20 is  the rank order o f the selected concepts by 
importance to  Extension Agents in  Extension Programs.
I t  can be seen th a t the scope and re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  o f the  
V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service was perceived to  be the most 
important concept. The philosophy of the Cooperative Extension 
Service was second. Both o f these concepts were re la ted  to the Concept 
Category, In s t itu t io n a l Framework.
In  the top twelve concepts nine were from the three concept 
categories , In s t itu t io n a l Framework (3 ) ,  Organizational Base (3 ) ,  and 
Program Strategy (3 ) and one each from Program Determ ination, Program 
Action and Program Evaluation.
Twenty-two o f the concepts had a mean o f 4.000 or higher. 
However, the lowest ranked concept had a mean o f 3 .440.
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TABLE 20
Consensus Ranking o f A ll Concepts By Importance to Extension Agents in  Extension Program Development
N=295
Concept
Mean
Weighted
Score Rank Category
Scope and re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  o f the V irg in ia  Cooperative 
Extension Service. 4.538 1 In s t itu t io n a l Framework
Philosophy o f the Cooperative Extension Service. 4.458 2 In s titu tio n a l Framework
Potential audiences o f Extension educational programs. 4.430 3 Organizational Base
People involvement group made up o f representatives  
from the various potentia l audiences. 4.395 4 Program Determination
Program evaluation as a management to o l . 4.320 5 Program Evaluation
Teaching must be learner ( in d iv id u a l, group, 
community) centered. 4.310 6 Program Action
Plan o f action encompasses the four program emphasis 
areas o f A g ricu ltu re , Community Resource Development, 
Family Resources, 4-H/Youth. 4.287 7 Program Strategy
General s itu a tio n a l and organizational aspects that 
re la te  to the local u n it 's  Extension Program Development. 4.224 8 Organizational Base
Cooperative Extension Service as a national educational 
system. 4.221 9 In s t itu t io n a l Framework
TABLE 20 (c o n tin u e d )
Concept
Mean
Weighted
Score Rank Category
Plan o f work as an o u tlin e  o f planned strateg ies fo r  
one year or less . 4.184 10 Program Strategy
Program Development a process to create conditions  
where needs and d ifferences are brought out, managed, 
and re s u lt in  planned action . 4.179 11 Organizational Base
O utline o f educational objectives and actions to be 
accomplished with people to enable them to reach 
th e ir  program ob jec tives . 4.154 12 Program Strategy
A complete analysis o f county (or c ity )  th a t lim its  
and shapes the local u n it 's  Extension Program. 4.146 13 Organizational Base
The mission statement o f the V irg in ia  Cooperative 
Extension Service. 4.144 14 In s titu tio n a l Framework
Programs seek to re la te  ind iv idual needs and 
organizational goals. 4.143 15 Organizational Base
Plan o f work contains strateg ies fo r in d iv id u a l, 
group and community change. 4.082 16 Program Strategy
Audience represen tative 's  p a rtic ip a tio n  in the program 
determination process (includes counseling, 
le g itim a tio n , and decision-making and problem -solving). 4.078 17 Program Determination
TABLE 20 (c o n tin u e d )
Concept
Mean
Weighted
Score Rank Category
The environment o f the organization (in te rn a l and 
ex te rn a l) . 4.064 18 In s titu tio n a l Framework
Social s e n s it iv ity  or empathy in  terms o f cu ltu ra l 
and socio-economic needs and in te re s t. 4.055 19 Program Determination
Concepts and princ ip les  necessary as the foundation 
of subject m atter content in  the Extension 
educational program. 4.038 20 Program Determination
Assessment o f the degree to which objectives are achieved 
versus " to ta l success". 4.021 21 Program Evaluation
Systematic decision making about program goals and 
objectives. 4.017 22 Program Determination
Conceptualization o f problem-solving in  Extension 
program development. 3.990 23 Organizational Base
Evaluation as a generic phenomenon may include several 
approaches. 3.989 24 Program Evaluation
Dynamics o f volunteerism . 3.955 25 Program Action
Teaching plans o u tlin e  the specific  educational 
objectives and the expected re s u lts . 3.942 26 Program Action
Interdependence o f organizations (pub lic  and p r iv a te ). 3.942 27 In s t itu t io n a l Framework j
TABLE 20 (c o n tin u e d )
Mean
Weighted
Concept Score Rank Category
Inform ation d is tr ib u tio n  is  Extension Agent's primary 
goal. 3.926 28 Program Action
Volunteers contribute time and/or m ateria l resources 
without cohesion and without personal m eterial gain. 3.921 29 Program Action
Coordination fo r external and in ternal organizational 
purposes. 3.913 30 Program Strategy
Plan o f work allows fo r  the sequencing (including  
tim ing) con tinu ity  and interdependence among functions. 3.903 31 Program Strategy
Training fo r audience representatives in  Extension 
Program Development. 3.865 32 Program Determination
Strategy assessment determines the effectiveness o f 
specific  inputs fo r achieving change. 3.804 33 Program Evaluation
Evaluations deal w ith how the program followed the 
o rig in a l plan. 3.564 34 Program Evaluation
Technological e ffic ie n c y  and computer data are means 
of helping humans to make evaluative judgement. 3.574 35 Program Evaluation
Psychological map o f expectations o f ro les in 
Extension (professional or vo lu n teer). 3.440 36 Program Action
R e s p o n d e n ts :V ir g in ia  C o o p erative  Extension  S e rv ic e , 1980. 00CO
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A review o f the l i s t  o f concepts reveals th a t the category 
program evaluation had f iv e  concepts ranked 21 through 35, which was 
the bottom h a lf  o f the ranking.
Competences
Table 21 is  a rank order o f the selected competences by 
importance to  Extension Agents in Extension Program Development.
E ighty-four competences were ranked by th e ir  mean score. In
the top tw enty-eight the category having the highest number o f 
competences was Program Action (N=8). The categories of 
In s t itu t io n a l Framework and Program Strategy each had seven. The 
categories O rganizational Base, Program Determination and Program 
Evaluation each had two w ith in  the top tw enty-eight competences.
S ix ty -s ix  o f the competences had a mean o f 4.000 or higher, 
w hile the mean score fo r  the 84th was 3.445. .
Concept Importance by Position Group
Table 22 shows the rank and mean scores associated w ith each of 
the s ix  Extension program development concept categories by position  
group. Rank was based on the mean scores w ith in  a position group. 
P ro b a b ility  leve ls  y ie lded  by the analysis of variance procedure fo r
tes tin g  d ifferences among position  groups are also ind icated .
I t  was observed th a t Extension Agents and U nit Chairmen ranked 
the several concept categories in  s im ila r  fashion, the highest rank 
being accorded to  In s t itu t io n a l Framework and the lowest to  Program 
Evaluation. D is t r ic t  S ta f f  had a somewhat d if fe re n t  perception than 
the other two position  groups, the g reates t divergence being noticed
TABLE 21
Consensus Ranking of A ll Competences By Importance to Extension Agents in  Extension Program Development
N=295
Mean
Weighted
Competences Score Rank Category
S k il lfu l  in  dealing with c lie n te le  in  a pos itive  way. 4.641 1 Program Action
A b il ity  to recognize the contributions o f others. 4.597 2 Program Action
S k il l fu l  in  establishing rapport w ith potentia l 
audiences. 4.592 3 Program Strategy
Recognizes th a t public re la tio n s  begins with one's s e lf . 4.580 4 Program Strategy
Analyze the s itu a tio n , needs, and in te re s t o f the 
people. 4.573 5 Program Determination
Enthusiasm fo r Extension re s p o n s ib ilit ie s , and 
re la ted  work. 4.560 6 Program Action
Recognizes diplomacy as an e ffe c tiv e  approach to people 
involvement. 4.517 7 Program Action
A b il ity  to use judgement in  accurately evaluating  
the s itu a tio n . 4.488 8 Program Strategy
Recognizes weaknesses o f previous year's  plan of work 
and takes correc tive  action . 4.480 9 Program Evaluation
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TABLE 21 (c o n tin u e d )
Competences
Mean
Weighted
Score Rank Category
A b il ity  to in teg ra te  organizational resources in to  a plan 
fo r solving problems. 4.475 10 In s titu tio n a l Framework
S k il lfu l  in the analysis o f issues and concerns to a 
community. 4.444 11 In s titu tio n a l Framework
Able to define the audiences which Extension proposes 
to reach. 4.437 12 In s titu tio n a l Framework
Able to analyze the needs and in te re s t o f not only 
in d iv id u a ls , but groups and committees. 4.430 13 Organizational Base
Recognizes the value o f various team e ffo rts  to the 
development o f the local u n it 's  Extension Program 
Development. 4.427 14 Program Strategy
S k il lfu l  in the assessment o f the b e lie fs  and value 
systems represented in  the respective county or c i ty . 4.418 15 In s t itu t io n a l Framework
A b il ity  to appropriate ly  resolve c o n flic ts  when arises  
in  people involvement groups. 4.410 16 Program Strategy
S k il lfu l  in  the synthesis of communication with groups 
and organizations. 4.407 17 In s titu tio n a l Framework
Able to manage programs according to re levant objectives  
ra ther than "past p ractices". 4.407 18 In s titu tio n a l Framework
TABLE 21 (c o n tin u e d )
Mean
Weighted
Competences Score Rank Category
Comprehends the importance o f volunteers in  Extension
program development. 4.407 19 Program Action
S k il lfu l  in  the use o f volunteer leadership in  the 
development o f the local u n it 's  program. 4.403 20 Program Strategy
S k il lfu l  in creating an environment fo r  e ffe c tiv e  
people involvement in  program planning. 4.373 21 Program Determination
S k il lfu l  in  the id e n t if ic a t io n , recru itm ent, and 
tra in in g  o f volunteers. 4.366 22 Program Action
S k il l fu l  in  the id e n tif ic a t io n  o f potentia l audiences. 4.356 23 Organizational Base
S k il l fu l  in  the assumption o f a leadership ro le . 4.340 24 In s titu tio n a l Framework
Accepts one's leadership ro le  as c r i t ic a l  to the 
implementation of the local u n it 's  Extension Program. 4.339 25 Program Action
S k il lfu l  in  assessing community resources fo r program 
d e live ry  ( i . e . ,  f a c i l i t i e s ,  produce, c it iz e n  support 
fo r the learner group). 4.339 26 Program Action
S k il lfu l  in  the establishment o f the appropriate  
teaching-learning process. 4.336 27 Program Strategy
S k il lfu l  in  d istinguishing between facts and assumptions. 4.326 28 Program Evaluation
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TABLE 21 (c o n tin u e d )
Competences
Mean
Weighted
Score Rank Category
Knowledgeable o f the leadership structure w ith in  the 
targeted audiences. 4.304 29 Program Determination
S k il l fu l  in  the form ulation o f s trateg ies fo r in d iv id u a l, 
group and community problem-solving. 4.303 30 Program Strategy
Able to apply appropriate resources in  the design o f the 
learning experiences. 4.298 31 Program Strategy
A b il ity  to appraise the success or fa ilu re s  o f a program 
based on d e f in ite  c r i te r ia  expected and agreed upon. 4.296 32 Program Evaluation
Recognizes th a t re levant educational objectives are 
derived from the needs and problems id e n tif ie d  through a 
planning process. 4.291 33 Program Determination
Comprehends the potentia l audience's s itu a tio n . 4.286 34 Organizational Base
S k il lfu l  in the locating  o f information th a t provides 
ins igh t in to  the overa ll u n it s itu a tio n . 4.285 35 Organizational Base
A b il ity  to grasp the s ignificance or organizational 
goals and ob jectives. 4.278 36 In s t itu t io n a l Framework
S k il lfu l  in  the in te ra c tio n  w ith various cu ltu ra l and 
social groups represented in the local (county or 
c ity )  u n it . 4.276 37 Program Determination
TABLE 21 (c o n tin u e d )
Competences
Mean
Weighted
Score Rank Category
S k il lfu l  in  the in i t ia t io n  o f action to achieve specific  
program ob jectives. 4.272 38 Program Action
Seeks policy changes when evident th a t the policy  
impedes program development. 4.247 39 Program Evaluation
E ffe c tiv e  in  helping others in  determining the re la t iv e  
importance o f p r io r it ie s . 4.244 40 Organizational Base
Comprehends the operational procedures o f the V irg in ia  
Cooperative Extension Service. 4.241 41 In s t itu t io n a l Framework
A b il ity  to evaluate the relevancy o f data ( i . e . ,  s o c ia l, 
economic, c u ltu ra l,  in s titu tio n a l and p o l i t ic a l )  to the 
local s itu a tio n . 4.237 42 In s titu tio n a l Framework
A working understanding o f the precise nature o f the 
c lie n te le  who are concerned with a problem. 4.218 43 Program Strategy
S k il lfu l  in  the in teg ra tio n  o f knowledge from d iffe re n t  
areas in to  a plan fo r problem-solving. 4.217 44 Organizational Base
S k il lfu l  in  the app lication  o f interpersonal 
re lationsh ips fo r e ffe c tiv e  organizational performance. 4.209 45 In s titu tio n a l Framework
Knowledgeable in  the processes o f assessing new 
s itu a tio n s . 4.200 46 Program Evaluation
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TABLE 21 (c o n tin u e d )
Mean
Weighted
Competences Score Rank Category
Recognizes th a t low tru s t induces defensive behavior. 4.199 47 Program Action
Demonstrates a commitment to the development o f an 
appropriate plan o f work as a function o f the u n it s ta f f . 4.194 48 Program Strategy
S k il lfu l  in  the methods and techniques o f evaluation  
applicable to the local u n it 's  s itu a tio n . 4.194 49 Program Evaluation
C o lle c t, analyze and in te rp re t data as to i ts  usefulness. 4.154 50 Program Determination
Recognizes the need fo r  democratic process in  Extension 
program development. 4.143 51 Organizational Base
Able to formulate a new scheme fo r  attempting to 
solve problems. 4.140 52 Program Determination
A b il ity  to establish  c le a r ly  defined c r i t e r ia . 4.139 53 Program Determination
A b il ity  to analyze s itu a tio n a l inform ation and display  
the inform ation appropriate ly . 4.136 54 Organizational Base
Understands and accepts the strengths and lim ita tio n s  
of problem-solving through group in te ra c tio n . 4.123 55 Organizational Base
A b il ity  to analyze the program objectives and pro ject 
possible resu lts . 4.123 56 Program Evaluation
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TABLE 21 (c o n tin u e d )
Competences
Mean
Weighted
Score Rank Category
Knowlegeable o f the contemporary society s ituations th a t  
impact and shape the respective program emphasis area. 4.116 57 Organizational Base
Comprehends one's re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  which a ffe c t  the 
functioning o f the group. 4.106 58 Organizational Base
W illingness to determine the e ffec ts  o f the actions taken. 4.105 59 Program Evaluation
Demonstrates working a b i l i t ie s  in  public group 
decision-making. 4.096 60 Program Strategy
Recognizes behavioral v a r ia b i l i t y  a t various leve ls  
( i . e . ,  the group, the o rgan iza tion ). 4.048 61 Program Action
A b il ity  to increase awareness o f group processes and the 
consequences on group performance. 4.034 62 In s titu tio n a l Framework
S k il lfu l  in  dealing w ith value questions. 4.028 63 Program Evaluation
Knowledgeable o f resources which are non-local and 
external to the Extension service. 4.000 64 Organizational Base
Able to accurately judge the adequacy w ith which 
conclusions are supported by data. 4.000 65 In s t itu t io n a l Framework
Recognizes the types o f people who need evaluative  
information about programs. 4.000 66 Program Evaluation
TABLE 21 (c o n tin u e d )
Mean
Weighted
Competences Score Rank Category
Able to conceptualize the behavioral changes needed to
achieve stated program ob jectives. 3.993 67 Program Strategy
A b il ity  to estimate the fu tu re  consequences (planned and 
unplanned) o f the program ob jectives . 3.993 68 Program Strategy
Understands the established c r i te r ia  from which to do a 
program evaluation in  local u n it 's  s itu a tio n a l statement. 3.986 69 Program Evaluation
U tiliz e s  the concepts and practices from relevant 
d isc ip lin es  th a t are app licable to the problem or need. 3.986 70 Program Determination
A b il ity  to judge the impact o f interpersonal behavior 3.976 71 In s t itu t io n a l Framework
In s ig h t in to  the various leadership functions carried  
out by c lie n te le  representatives. 3.962 72 Program Determination
S k il l fu l  in making carefu l comparison o f observed data 
with established c r i te r ia . 3.931 73 Program Evaluation
S k il l fu l  in  the in te rp re ta tio n  o f appropriate research 
re s u lts . 3.883 74 Program Determination
A b il ity  to grasp the significances and discrepancies 
between the o rg an iza tio n a lly  re levant expectations o f  
the individual and his or her experiences as he (she) 
sees them. 3.883 75 Program Determination
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TABLE 21 (c o n tin u e d )
Mean
Weighted
Competences Score Rank Category
Comprehends the relevance o f the character o f the problem 
s itu a tio n  involving the sender and rece iver of 
communications. 3.877 76 Program Action
A b il ity  to establish  a plan fo r ro ta tio n  and f i l l i n g  o f 
vacancies.in  program development groups. 3.857 77 Organizational Base
Recognizes the lim ita tio n s  o f technological progress 
and managerial science on learner a ttitu d e s . 3.778 78 Program Evaluation
Knowledgeable in  the lim ita tio n s  used in data gathering. 3.768 79 Program Evaluation
Recognizes m otivation as being external to the 
in d iv id u a l. 3.730 80 Program Action
Requires a lo t  o f input from others before can recognize 
problems or needs o f the people. 3.526 81 Organizational Base
Understands th a t social systems are not the same as 
cu ltu ra l systems. 3.509 82 Program Determination
S k il l fu l  in  the id e n tif ic a t io n  o f the components o f the 
social system. 3.484 83 Program Determination
Values power as pos itive  force in  the shaping o f the 
local Extension Program. 3.445 84 Program Determination
Respondents: V ir g in ia  C o o p era tive  E xtension  S e rv ic e , 1980.
TABLE 22
Perceived Importance of Extension Program Development 
Concept Categories to  Extension Agents by Position Group
N=295
Position Group
Consensus Extension Agents Unit Chairmen D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Concept Category________________Rank Mean______ Rank Mean________ Rank Mean Rank Mean______ P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework 1 25.205 1 25.256 1 25.000 1 25.450 .89
B. Organizational Base 2 24.897 2 25.015 2 24.794 5 24.100 .92
C. Program Determination 4 24.209 4 24.367 4 23.534 2 25.100 .67
D. Program Strategy 3 24.250 3 24.427 3 23.699 3 .24.500 .46
E. Program Action 6 22.736 5 22.904 5 22.452 6 22.100 .80
F. Program Evaluation 5 22.797 6 22.828 6 22.315 4 24.250 .99
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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w ith regard to  the concept category, O rganizational Base, the D is t r ic t  
S ta f f  ranked i t  f i f t h  w hile Extension Agents and U nit Chairmen ranked 
i t  second. The D is t r ic t  S ta f f  also perceived Program Action as less  
im portant. However, they gave a higher rank than the two other 
position  groups to  the concept categories , Program Determination and 
Program Evaluation.
There was strong agreement among the three groups o f the 
perceived importance o f each o f the s ix  concept categories in  Extension 
Program Development as shown by the lack o f s ta t is t ic a l  s ign ificance  
in  the p ro b a b ilit ie s  associated w ith the calcu lated  F values. Based 
on th is  ana lys is , the n u ll hypothesis o f no d iffe ren ce  among Extension 
Agents, U n it Chairmen, and D is t r ic t  S ta f f  in  th e ir  perceptions o f the 
importance of these major Extension program development concept 
categories was not re jec ted .
A breakdown o f the s ix  Extension program development concept 
categories in to  the s p e c ific  concepts grouped under them is  given in  
Table 23, in d ica tin g  w ith in  each concept category the ranking o f the' 
s p e c ific  concepts and the mean scores o f perceived importance accorded 
by the d if fe re n t  position  groups. P ro b a b ilitie s  associated w ith the 
analysis o f variance procedure fo r  tes tin g  d ifferences in  perception o f  
the importance of the various concepts among the position  groups are 
also shown. V aria tio n s  were observed in  the groups’ rankings o f the  
several concepts w ith in  the s ix  categories. However, s ta t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n t d ifferences in  the perceived importance among the position  
groups were revealed in  the case o f only three concepts. Perception o f 
the importance o f the concept "people involvement group made up o f
TABLE 23
Ranking o f the Concepts by Their Perceived Importance to  
Extension Agents in  Extension Program Development by Position Group
N=295
Position Group
Concept Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit Chairmen 
Rank Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework
Cooperative Extension Service 
as a national educational 
system. 3 4.213 2 4.276 4 4.111 5 3.950 .96
Philosophy o f the Cooperative 
Extension Service. 2 4.455 3 4.422 2 4.466 1 4.750 .89
Scope and re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  of 
the V irg in ia  Cooperative 
Extension Service. 1 4.536 1 4.518 1 4.555 2 4.650 .71
The mission statement o f the 
V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension 
Service. 4 4.146 4 4.122 3 4.153 3 4.250 .86
Interdependence o f organiza­
tions (pub lic  and p r iv a te ). 6 3.941 6 3.960 6 3.917 6 3.842 .80
The environment o f the 
organization (in te rn a l and 
e x te rn a l) . 5 4.058 5 4.053 5 4.027 4 4.200 . 8 8  u:
O
TABLE 23 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Concept Category 1
Consensus 
lank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit Chairmen 
Rank Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Composite 1 25.205 i ;25.256 1 25.000 1 25.450 .189
B. Organizational Base
General s itu a tio n a l and 
organizational aspects th a t  
re la te  to the local u n it 's  
Extension Program Development. 2 4.223 2 4.201 2 4.274 2 4.263 .98
A complete andalysis o f county 
(o r c ity )  th a t lim its  and 
shapes the local u n it 's  
Extension Program. 3 4.141 5 4.146 4 4.164 5 4.000 .38
P otentia l audiences o f Extension 
educational programs. 1 4.424 1 4.429 1 4.438 1 4.316 .99
Program Development a process 
to create conditions where needs 
and differences are brought out, 
managed, and re s u lt in  planned 
action. 5 4.174 4 4.163 3 4.194 3 4.200 .22
Programs seek to re la te  
indiv idual needs and organiza­
tion a l goals. 4 4.141 3 4.166 5 4.125 6 3.950 .72
TABLE 23 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Concept Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Conceptualization o f problem­
solving in  Extension program 
development. 6 3.993 6 4.056 6 3.817 4 4.000 .31
Composite 2 24.897 2 25.015 2 24.794 5 24.100 .92
C. Program Determination
Systematic decision making about 
program goals and ob jectives. 5 4.017 5 4.030 3 3.973 4 4.050 .55
People involvement group made 
up o f representatives from the 
various poten tia l audiences. 1 4.392 1 4.440 1 4.247 5 4.000 .04
Social s e n s it iv ity  or empathy 
in  terms o f c u ltu ra l and socio­
economic needs and in te re s t. 3 4.059 2 4.131 4 3.877 6 4.000 .63
Audience represen tative ' s 
p a rtic ip a tio n  in  the program 
determination process (includes  
counseling, le g itim a tio n , and 
decision-making and problem­
solving). 2 4.082 4 4.081 2 4.014 1 4.350 .95
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TABLE 2 3 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Concept Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit Chairmen 
Rank Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Concepts and princ ip les  
necessary as the foundation of 
subject m atter content in the 
Extension educational program. 4 4.035 3 4.083 5 3.836 2 4.300 .18
Training fo r  audience 
representatives in  Extension 
Program Development. 6 3.871 6 3.923 6 3.683 3 4.200 .36
Composite 5 24.209 4 24.367 4 23.534 2 25.100 .67
D. Program Strategy
Plan o f work as an o u tlin e  o f  
planned s tra teg ies  fo r  one year 
or less. 2 4.196 2 4.181 2 4.222 2 4.250 .40
Plan o f action encompasses the 
four program emphasis areas of 
A g ricu ltu re , Community 
Resource Development, Family 
Resources, 4-H/Youth. 1 4.286 1 4.306 1 4.277 4 4.105 .33
Plan o f work allows fo r  the 
sequencing (including tim ing) 
continu ity  and interdependence 
among functions. 6 3.902 6 3.923 5 3.843 6 3.900 99 • •?«* ^
TABLE 23 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Concept Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Coordination fo r  external and 
in te rn a l organizational 
purposes. 5 3.912 5 3.964 6 3.732 5 4.050 • 19
O utline o f educational 
objectives and actions to be 
accomplished w ith people to  
enable them to  reach th e ir  
program ob jectives. 3 4.159 3 4.162 3 4.125 1 4.250 .30
Plan o f work contains 
strateg ies fo r  in d iv id u a l, group 
and community change. 4 4.082 4 4.110 4 3.986 3 4.150 .98
Composite 4 24.250 3 24.427 3 23.699 3 24.500 .46
E. Program Action
Teaching plans o u tlin e  the 
spec ific  educational 
objectives and the expected 
resu lts . 3 3.945 4 3.914 3 4.014 3 4.000 .71
Volunteers contribute time and/ 
or m ateria l resources without 
cohesion and w ithout personal 
m aterial gain. 4 3.931 5 3.882 2 4.028 2 4.055 .61 I
TABLE 23 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Consensus Extension Agents Unit Chairmen D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Concept Category_____________________ Rank Mean Rank Mean_______ Rank Mean Rank Mean
Teaching must be learner 
( in d iv id u a l, group, community) 
centered. 1 4.314 1 4.338 1 4.278 1 4.200 .94
Information d is tr ib u tio n  is  
Extension Agent's primary goal. 5 3.929 3 3.969 4 4.000 6 3.222 .67
Psychological map o f expecta­
tions o f ro les in  Extension 
(professional or vo lun teer). 6 3.439 6 3.533 5 3.154 5 3.526 .15
Dynamics o f volunteerism. 2 3.958 2 4.005 5 3.811 4 4.000 .01
Composite 6 22.736 5 22.904 5 22.452 6 22.100 .80
Program Evaluation
Evaluation as a generic 
phenomenon may include several 
approaches. 3 4.000 3 4.037 3 3.887 2 4.050 .17
Evaluations deal w ith how the 
program followed the o rig in a l 
plan. 5 3.567 5 3.604 6 3.457 6 3.600 .10
TABLE 23 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Concept Category
Consensus Extension Agents 
Rank Mean Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Technological e ffic ie n c y  and 
computer data are means o f 
helping humans to make 
evaluative judgement. 5 3.583 6 3.579 5 3.520 5 3.850 .53
Program evaluation as a 
management to o l. 1 4.323 1 4.298 1 4.274 1 4.750 .83
Assessment o f the degree to  
which objectives are achieved 
versus " to ta l success". 2 4.024 2 4.061 2 3.915 3 4.050 .33
Strategy assessment determines 
the effectiveness o f sp ec ific  
inputs fo r  achieving change. 4 3.806 4 3.824 4 3.718 4 3.950 .72
Composite 5 22.797 5 22.828 6 22.315 4 24.250 .99
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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representatives from the various p o ten tia l audiences" was s t a t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n t a t  the .04 le v e l. Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen 
considered th is  concept o f g rea te r importance than did the D is t r ic t  
S ta ff  group. Perception of the importance o f the concept "dynamics 
o f volunteerism" was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .01 le v e l.
There was v a r ia tio n  between each o f the three groups w ith the mean 
score o f the D is t r ic t  S ta f f  and the Extension Agents being s lig h tly  
higher than the U n it Chairmen. Perception of the importance o f the 
concept "evaluations deal w ith how the program followed the o rig in a l 
plan" was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t  the .10 le v e l. There was 
va ria tio n  between each o f the three groups w ith the mean score o f the  
D is t r ic t  S ta f f  and the Extension Agents being s lig h tly  higher than the 
U nit Chairmen.
Competence Importance by Position Group
Table 24 reveals the rank and mean scores associated w ith each 
o f the s ix  Extension program development categories by position  group 
in  respect to  selected competences. Rank was based on the mean scores 
w ith in  position  groups. P ro b a b ility  leve ls  y ie lded by the analysis of 
varianced procedure fo r  tes tin g  d ifferences among position  groups are 
also ind icated.
I t  was observed th a t Extension Agents and U nit Chairmen ranked 
the several competences in  the categories in  s im ila r fashion, the 
highest rank being accorded to Program Strategy and the lowest to  
Program Determination by Extension Agents. U n it Chairmen ranked Program 
Strategy highest and Program Evaluation lowest. D is t r ic t  S ta ff  had a 
somewhat d if fe re n t  perception than the other two position  groups, the
TABLE 24
Perceived Importance o f the Competences to Extension Agents in 
Extension Program Development by Position Groups
N=295
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Position Group
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit Chairmen 
Rank Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework 3 59.654 2 59.658 2 59.342 1 60.750 .67
B. Organizational Base 5 57.219 4 57.497 4 56.562 6 56.850 .60
C. Program Determination 6 55.695 6 55.758 5 55.561 5 57.350 .99
D. Program Strategy 1 60.216 1 60.457 1 59.493 2 60.450 .99
E. Program Action 4 59.000 3 59.206 3 58.671 4 58.150 .98
F. Program Evaluation 2 56.983 5 56.904 6 56.561 3 59.300 .85
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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greates t divergence being noticed w ith regard to  the category, Program 
Evaluation, the D is t r ic t  S ta f f  ranked i t  th ird  w hile Extension Agents 
ranked i t  f i f t h  and the D is t r ic t  S ta f f  ranked i t  s ix th . The D is t r ic t  
S ta f f  also perceived O rganizational Base leas t important w hile  
Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen ranked i t  fo u rth .
There was strong agreement among the three groups o f the 
perceived importance o f each of the s ix  competency categories in  
Extension program development. The agreement was indicated by the 
lack o f s ta t is t ic a l  s ign ificance  in  the p ro b a b ilit ie s  associated w ith  
the calcu lated  F values. Based on th is  ana lys is , the nu ll hypothesis 
o f no d iffe ren ce  among Extension Agents, U n it Chairmen, and D is t r ic t  
S ta f f  in  th e ir  perceptions o f the importance o f these major Extension 
program development competence categories could not be re jec ted .
A breakdown of the s ix  Extension program development competency 
categories in to  the s p e c ific  competences grouped under them is  given 
in  Table 25, in d ica tin g  w ith in  each category the ranking o f the e ig h ty -  
fo u r competences and the mean scores of perceived importance accorded 
by the d if fe re n t  pos ition  groups. P ro b a b ilitie s  associated w ith the 
analysis o f variance procedure fo r  tes tin g  d ifferences in  perception o f 
the importance o f the various competences among the position  groups are 
also shown. V aria tio ns were observed in  the groups' rankings o f the  
several competences w ith in  a l l  categories. However, s ta t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n t d ifferences in perceived importance among the position  
groups were revealed in  the case o f four competences. Perceptions of 
the importance o f the competence "recognizes the need fo r  democratic 
process in  Extension program development" was s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n if ic a n t
TABLE 25
Ranking o f the Competences by Their Perceived Importance to 
Extension Agents In Extension Program Development by Position Group
N=295
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is tr ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework
S k il lfu l  in  the assessment o f 
the b e lie fs  and value systems 
represented in  the respective  
county or c ity . 5 4.423 4 4.409 4 4.66 6 4.400 .80
S k il l fu l  in  the synthesis of 
communication w ith groups and 
organizations. 6 4.404 6 4.392 6 4.4370 1 4.650 .53
A b il ity  to  grasp the 
significance o f organiza­
tio n a l goals and objectives. 8 4.277 10 4.266 8 4.288 8 4.350 .92
Comprehends the operational 
procedures o f the V irg in ia  
Cooperative Extension Service. 9 4.241 9 4.268 9 4.164 10 4.250 .61
A b il ity  to  judge the impact 
of interpersonal behavior upon 
the organizational goals 
and objectives. 14 3.979 12 4.057 14 31736 13 4.100 . .68 i
TABLE 25 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence bv Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
A b il ity  to  evaluate the 
relevancy o f data ( i . e . ,  
so c ia l, economic, c u ltu ra l,  
in s titu tio n a l and 
p o l i t ic a l )  to  the local 
s itu a tio n . 10 4.240 8 4.271 10 4.164 11 4.200 .14
S k il lfu l  in  the app lication  
of interpersonal re lationsh ips  
fo r  e ffe c tiv e  organiza­
tion a l performance. 11 4.211 11 4.233 11 4.084 4 4.450 .49
S k il lfu l  in  the analysis o f 
issues and concerns to a 
community. 2 4.445 2 4.422 2 4.479 2 4.550 .15
A b il ity  to  in tegra te  
organizational resources 
in to  a plan fo r  solving  
problems 1 4.469 1 4.447 1 4.534 5 4.450 .99
S k il lfu l  in  the assumption 
of a leadership ro le . 3 4.337 7 4.338 7 4.315 7 4.400 .78
Able to accurately judge the 
adequacy w ith which conclusions 
are supported by data. 13 4.000 14 4.000 13 3.958 12 4.150 .94 c
TABLE 25 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category
Position Group
Consensus Extension Agents 
Rank Mean Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chai rmen 
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Able to define the audiences 
which Extension proposes 
to reach. 4 4.431 5. 4.402 3 4.493 3 4.500 .40
A b il ity  to  increase 
awareness o f group processes 
and the consequences on group 
performance. 12 4.031 13 4.030 12 4.041 14 4.000 .39
Able to manage programs 
according to  re levant 
objectives ra th er than 
"past practices". 7 4.404 3 4.412 5 4.411 9 4.300 .39
Composite 3 59.654 2 59.658 2 59.342 1 60.750 .67
B. Organizational Base
S k il lfu l  in the locating  of 
information th a t provides 
ins ight in to  the overa ll u n it  
s itu a tio n . 4 4.281 4 4.251 3 4.411 8 4.100 .71
S k il lfu l  in  the id e n tif ic a tio n  
of po ten tia l audiences. 2 4.349 2 4.331 2 4.425 4 4.250 .12
TABLE 25 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Knowledgeable o f the 
contemporary society  
situations th a t impact and 
shape the respective program 
emphasis area. 10 4.114 9 4.152 12 3.986 6 4.200 .82
S k il l fu l  in  the in teg ra tio n  
of knowledge from d iffe re n t  
areas in to  a plan fo r  
problem-solving. 6 4.222 5 4.246 8 4.151 5 4.250 .72
Able to  analyze the needs and 
in te re s t o f not only 
in d iv id u a ls , but groups and 
committees. 1 4.425 1 4.397 1 4.493 1 . 4.450 .69
Knowledgeable o f resources 
which are non-local and external 
to  the Extension service. 12 4.010 12 4.050 11 3.890 11 4.050 .70
Comprehends the po ten tia l 
audience's s itu a tio n . 3 4.282 3 4.318 5 4.219 7 4.150 .83
Recognizes the need fo r  
democratic process in Extension 
program development. 7 4.148 7 4.171 7 4.155 13 3.900 .01
TABLE 25 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit Chairmen 
Rank Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Understands and accepts the 
strengths and lim ita tio n s  o f 
problem-solving through 
group in te ra c tio n . 9 4.127 11 4.111 9 4.097 3 4.400 .77
Requires a lo t  o f input from 
others before can recognize 
problems or needs o f the 
people. 14 3.524 14 3.611 14 3.343 14 3.333 .17
Comprehends one's responsi­
b i l i t ie s  which a ffe c t  the 
functioning o f the group. 11 4.103 8 4.166 10 3.944 10 4.053 .54
A b il ity  to  analyze 
s itu a tio n a l inform ation and 
display the inform ation  
appropriate ly . 8 3.138 10 4.116 6 4.208 9 4.100 .16
E ffec tive  in  helping others 
in  determining the re la tiv e  
importance o f p r io r it ie s . . 5 4.243 6 4.207 4 4.296 2 4.421 .76
A b il ity  to  estab lish  a plan fo r  
ro ta tion  and f i l l i n g  of 
vacancies in  program 
development groups. 13 3.857 13 3.898 13 3.718 12 3.950 .84 i
TABLE 2 5 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit Chairmen 
Rank Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Composite 5 57.219 4 57.497 4 56.562 6 56.850 .60
C. Program Determination
Understands th a t social systems 
are not the same as cu ltu ra l 
systems. 12 3.511 12 3.584 13 3.348 14 3.389 .19
S k il l fu l  in  the id e n tif ic a tio n  
of the components o f the 
social system. 13 3.943 13 3.548 14 3.343 13 3.500 .75
Knowledgeable o f the leader­
ship structure w ith in  the 
targeted audiences. 3 4.303 5 4.268 2 4.375 5 4.400 .41
Insight in to  the various 
leadership functions carried  
out by c lie n te le  
representatives. 10 3.962 10 3.960 10 3.917 7 4.150 .81
Values power as p o s itive  force  
in  the shaping o f the local 
Extension program. 14 3.443 14 3.330 12 3.680 12 3.650 .06
TABLE 2 5 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Recognizes th a t re levant 
educational objectives are 
derived from the needs and 
problems id e n tif ie d  through 
a planning process. 4 4.288 3 4.296 5 4.219 4 4.450 .32
U tiliz e s  the concepts and 
practices from re levant 
d isc ip lin es  th a t are applicable  
to the problem or need. 9 3.986 9 4.026 11 3.863 10 4.050 .46
Analyze the s itu a tio n , needs, 
and in te re s t o f the people. 1 4.572 1 4.553 1 4.644 2 4.500 .62
C o llec t, analyze and in te rp re t  
data as to i ts  usefulness. 6 4.158 7 4.156 6 4.111 6 4.350 .13
S k il lfu l  in the in te rp re ta tio n  
o f appropriate research 
resu lts . 11 3.882 11 3.861 9 3.973 11 3.750 .80
S k il l fu l  in  the in te rac tio n  
with various cu ltu ra l and 
social groups represented in  
the local (county or c ity )  
u n it. 5 4.276 4 4.273 4 4.222 “5 4.500 .56 .
TABLE 25 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
U nit Chairmen 
Rank Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Able to formulate a new scheme 
fo r  attempting to  solve 
problems. 7 4.145 6 4.177 8 4.069 9 4.100 .16
S k il l fu l  in  creating  an environ­
ment fo r  e ffe c tiv e  people 
involvement in  program 
planning. 2 4.370 2 4.337 3 4.356 1 4.750 .98
A b il ity  to  estab lish  c le a r ly  
defined c r i te r ia . 8 4.130 . 8 4.141 7 4.096 8 4.150 .50
Composite 6 55.695 6 55.758 5 55.561 5 57.350 .99
D. Program Strategy
A working understanding of the 
precise nature o f the c lie n te le  
who are concerned with a 
problem. 10 4.220 10 4.283 11 4.082 13 3.100 .05
S k il l fu l  in  the establishment 
o f the appropriate teaching- 
learning process. 7 4.336 7 4.342 6 4.288 4 4.450 .53
TABLE 25 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category
Position Group
Consensus Extension Agents 
Rank Mean Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Able to apply appropriate  
resources in  the design o f the 
learning experiences. 9 4.297 8 4.330 9 4.205 9 4.316 .77
A b il ity  to use judgement.in  
accurately evaluating the 
s itu a tio n . 3 4.490 3 4.503 3 4.452 3 4.500 .78
Recognizes the value o f various  
team e ffo rts  to the development 
o f the local u n it 's  Extension 
program. 4 4.421 5 4.432 5 4.397 6 4.400 .58
S k il lfu l  in the use of 
volunteer leadership in  the 
development o f the local 
u n it 's  program. 6 6.606 4 4.437 8 4.274 1 4.550 .80
Able to conceptualize the 
behavioral changes needed to  
achieve stated program 
objectives. 13 4.003 13 4.030 14 3.863 10 4.250 .48
Demonstrates a commitment to  
the development o f an 
appropriate plan o f work as a 
function o f the u n it s ta f f . 11 4.199 11 4.211 10 4.152 11 4.250 .89 *
TABLE 25 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Consensus
Competence by Category Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
A b ility  to estimate the fu ture  
consequences (planned and un­
planned) o f the program objec­
tiv e s . 14 3.996 14 4.025 13 3.876 12 4.150 .67
Demonstrates working a b i l i t ie s  
in public group decision­
making. 12 4.103 12 4.167 12 3.944 14 4.050 .58
S k il l fu l  in  establish ing  
rapport w ith po ten tia l 
audiences. 2 4.579 3 4.567 3 4.616 2 4.550 .79
Recognizes th a t public re la tio n s  
begins w ith one's s e lf . 1 4.591 1 4.581 1 4.684 7 4.350 .80
A b il ity  to appropriate ly  
resolve c o n flic ts  when arises in 
people involvement groups. 5 4.414 6 4.387 4 4.479 5 4.450 .08
S k il lfu l  in  the form ulation o f 
strateg ies fo r  in d iv id u a l, 
group and community problem­
solving. 8 4.306 9 4.313 7 4.288 8 4.300 .31
Composite 1 60.216 1 60.457 1 59.493 2 60.450 .99
TABLE 25 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
U nit Chairmen 
Rank Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
E. Program Action
S k il l fu l  in  the in it ia t io n  of 
action to achieve sp ec ific  
program objectives 9 4.278 9 4.288 9 4.247 7 4.300 .75
Comprehends the importance of 
volunteers in  Extension 
program development. 5 4.404 4 4.417 6 4.356 3 4.450 .85
A b il ity  to  grasp the s ig n i­
ficances and discrepancies 
between the o rg an iza tio n a lly  
re levant expectations o f the 
ind iv idual and his or her 
experiences as he (she) sees 
them. 12 3.883 12 3.927 13 3.714 11 4.050 .21
A b il ity  to  recognize the 
contributions o f others. 2 4.599 2 4.607 4 4.575 1 4.600 .70
Recognizes diplomacy as an 
e ffe c tiv e  approach to people 
involvement. 4 4.529 4 4.530 1 4.630 10 4.150 .64
TABLE 25 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Consensus Extension Agents Unit Chairmen D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Competence by Category______________ Rank Mean Rank Mean_______ Rank Mean Rank Mean P_
Accepts one's leadership ro le  as 
c r i t ic a l  to the implementation 
of the local u n it 's  Extension
Program. 7 4.342 8 4.306 5 5.510 4 4.450 .67
S k il l fu l  in assessing community 
resources fo r  program d e live ry  
( i . e . ,  f a c i l i t i e s ,  produce, 
c itiz e n  support fo r  the learner
group). 8 4.339 7 4.342 7 4.342 8 4.300 .89
Recognizes th a t low tru s t
induces defensive behavior. 10 4.196 10 4.196 10 4.208 9 4.158 .85
Comprehends the relevance o f the 
character o f the problem 
s itu a tio n  involving the sender
and rece iver o f communications. 13 3.879 13 3.907 12 3.876 13 3.947 .58
S k il l fu l  in  the id e n t if ic a t io n ,  
recruitm ent, and tra in in g  of
volunteers. 6 4.366 6 4.402 8 4.260 6 4.400 .94
S k il l fu l  in  dealing w ith
c lie n te le  in  a p o s itive  way. 1 4.637 1 4.643 2 4.630 2 4.600 .92
TABLE 25 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agen 
Rank Mean
U nit Chairmen 
Rank Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Recognizes behavioral 
v a r ia b i l i t y  a t  various leve ls  
( i . e . ,  the group, the 
o rgan ization ). 11 4.059 11 4.082 11 4.014 12 4.000 .85
Recognizes m otivation as being 
external to  the in d iv id u a l. 14 3.738 14 3.808 14 3.580 14 3.625 .18
Enthusiasm fo r  Extension respon­
s ib i l i t i e s ,  and re la ted  work. 3 4.565 3 4.566 3 4.589 5 4.450 .62
Composite 4 59.000 3 59.206 3 58.671 4 58.150 .98
F. Program Evaluation
S k il l fu l  in  making carefu l 
comparison o f observed data w ith  
established c r i te r ia . 12 3.930 12 3.923 12 3.873 11 4.200 .87
Recognizes the types o f people 
who need eva luative  inform ation  
about programs. 10 4.003 11 3.989 10 3.959 9 4.300 .86
S k il lfu l  in  d istingu ish ing  
between fac ts  and assumptions. 2 4.329 2 4.335 2 4.278 3 4.450 .82
TABLE 25 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
S k il l fu l  in  dealing w ith value 
questions. 9 4.035 9 4.036 8 4.014 12 4.105 .82
Recognizes the lim ita tio n s  of 
technological progress and 
managerial science on learner  
a ttitu d e s . 13 3.780 13 3.781 13 3.761 14 3.850 .17
Knowledgeable in  the l im ita ­
tions used in data gathering. 14 3.766 14 31768 14 3.712 13 3.950 .58
S k il l fu l  in  the methods and tech­
niques o f evaluation applicable  
to the local u n it 's  s itu a tio n . 5 4.206 5 4.197 4 4.192 6 4.350 .76
W illingness to determine the 
e ffe c ts  o f the actions taken. 8 4.110 8 4.091 7 4.095 7 4.350 .89
Knowledgeable in the processes 
of assessing new s itu a tio n s . 6 4.202 6 4.191 5 4.192 8 4.350 .74
Understands the established  
c r i te r ia  from which to do a 
program evaluation in  local 
u n it 's  s itu a tio n a l statement. 11 3.989 10 4.015 10 3.918 5 4.000 .94
TABLE 25 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Consensus
Competence by Category Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
A b ility  to analyze the program 
objectives and p ro jec t possible 
resu lts . 7 4.124 7
«
4.157 8 4.000 10 4.250 .25
Recognizes weaknesses o f 
previous y ea r's  plan o f work 
and takes correc tive  action . 1 4.478 1 4.485 1 4.466 4 4.450 .25
Seeks po licy  changes when evident 
th a t the po licy  impedes program 
development. 4 4.242 4 4.218 3 4.236 2 4.500 .98
A b il ity  to appraise the success 
or fa ilu re s  o f a program based 
on d e fin ite  c r i te r ia  expected and 
agreed upon. 3 4.299 3 4.308 6 4.192 1 4.600 .33
Composite 2 56.983 5 56.904 6 56.561 3 59.300 .85
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
a t the .01 le v e l. Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen considered th is  
concept o f g rea ter importance than did the D is t r ic t  S ta f f  group. 
Perception o f the importance o f the competence "values power as 
p o s itive  force in  the shaping o f the local Extension program" was 
s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .06 le v e l. U n it Chairmen and D is t r ic t  
S ta ff  considered th is  competence o f g reater importance than did the 
Extension agent group. Perception o f the importance o f the competence 
"a working understanding o f the precise nature o f the c lie n te le  who are 
concerned w ith a problem" was s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .05 
le v e l. D is t r ic t  S ta f f  considered th is  competence o f g rea ter importance 
than did the Extension Agents or U n it Chairmen group. Perception o f 
the importance o f the competence " a b i l i ty  to  appropriate ly  resolve  
c o n flic ts  when arises in  people involvement groups" was s ta t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n t a t the .08 le v e l.  U n it Chairmen considered th is  competence 
o f g rea te r importance than did the Extension Agents or D is t r ic t  S ta f f  
group.
Concept Importance by Formal Educational Level
Table 26 shows the rank and mean scores associated w ith each of 
the s ix  Extension program development concept categories by the  
respondent's in d ica tio n  o f the leve l o f formal education a tta in ed .
Rank was based on the mean scores w ith in  a given le v e l. P ro b ab ility  
leve ls  y ie lded  by the analysis o f variance procedure fo r  tes tin g  
d ifferences among the two degree leve ls  o f formal education are also  
presented in  the ta b le .
I t  was observed th a t those respondents w ith a Bachelor degree 
ranked the s ix  concept categories in sequential order w ith In s t itu t io n a l
TABLE 26
Perceived Importance of Extension Program Development 
Concept Categories to Extension Agents by Respondents' Formal Educational Level
N=295
Formal Educational Level
Concept Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
‘Masters and/or Doctorate 
Rank Mean P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework 1 25.217 1 25.194 .32
B. Organizational Base 2 24.760 2 25.019 .87
C. Program Determination 3 24.203 4 24.214 .46
D. Program Strategy 4 23.790 3 24.662 .51
E. Program Action 5 23.087 6 22.422 .27
F. Program Evaluation 6 22.657 5 22.922 .56
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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Framework being accorded the highest rank and Program Evaluation the 
lowest. Those respondents w ith a masters and/or doctoral degrees had 
a somewhat d if fe re n t  perception than those w ith a bachelors. The 
concept category w ith the greates t agreement being noticed was 
O rganizational Base, w hile the le a s t agreement was w ith  the concept 
category, Program Action.
There was agreement among the two groups o f respondents as to  
the perceived importance of each o f the six concept categories in 
Extension Program Development as shown by the lack o f s ta t is t ic a l  
sign ificance in  the p ro b a b ilit ie s  associated w ith the calcu lated  F 
values. Based on t jiis  ana lys is , the nu ll hypothesis o f no d iffe ren ce  
between the two educational leve l groups re la t iv e  to th e ir  perception  
of the importance of these major Extension program development concept 
categories was not re jec ted .
A breakdown of the s ix  Extension program development concept 
categories in to  the s p e c ific  concepts grouped under them is  given in  
Table 27, ind icating  w ith in  each concept category the ranking o f the 
sp e c ific  concepts and the mean scores of perceived importance accorded 
by the two educational leve l groups. P ro b a b ilitie s  associated w ith  
the analysis o f variance procedure fo r  tes ting  d ifferences in  
perception o f the importance o f the various concepts between the formal 
educational leve l groups are also shown. V aria tio ns  were observed 
in  the groups' rankings o f the several concepts w ith in  a l l  categories. 
However, s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t d ifferences in  the perceived 
importance between the groups were revealed in  the case o f only two 
concepts. Perception o f the importance o f the concept "o u tlin e  of
TABLE 27
Ranking o f Concepts fo r  Their Perceived Importance to  Extension 
Agents in  Extension Program Development by Formal Educational Level
N=295
Concept Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and/or Doctorate 
Rank Mean P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework
Cooperative Extension Service as a 
national educational system. 3 4.268 3 4.163 .23
Philosophy o f the Cooperative 
Extension Service. 2 4.471 2 4.441 .45
Scope and re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  o f the 
V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension 
Service. 1 4.493 1 4.575 .36
The mission statement o f the 
V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension 
Service. 4 4.154 4 4.138 .70
Interdependence o f organizations  
(public  and p r iv a te ). 6 3.963 6 3.922 .20
The environment o f the organization  
(in te rn a l and e x te rn a l). 5 4.022 5 4.090 .68
Composite 1 25.217 1 25.194 .32
TABLE 27 (c o n tin u ed )
Concept Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and/or Doctorate 
Rank Mean P
B. Organizational Base
General s itu a tio n a l and 
organizational aspects th a t re la te  
to  the local u n it 's  Extension 
Program Development. 2
*
4.225
•
5 4.072 .54
A complete analysis o f county 
(o r c ity )  th a t l im its  and shapes 
the local u n it 's  Extension Program. 3 4.222 3 4.203 .32
Potentia l audiences o f Extension 
educational programs. 1 4.409 1 4.438 .85
Program Development a process to  
create conditions where needs and 
differences are brought out, 
managed, and re s u lt in  planned 
action. 4 4.139 2 4.205 .44
Programs seek to re la te  the 
ind iv idual needs and organizational 
goals. 5 4.102 4 4.175 .55
Conceptualization o f problem­
solving in  Extension program 
development. 6 3.963 6 4.020 .72
Composite 2 24.760 2 25.019 ,87  0
TABLE 27 (c o n tin u e d )
Concept Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and/or Doctorate 
Rank Mean P
C. Program Determination
Systematic decision making about 
program goals and ob jectives. 5 3.935 3 4.091 .40
People involvement group made up o f 
representatives from the various 
potentia l audiences. 1 4.430 1 4.357 .21
Social s e n s it iv ity  or empathy in 
terms o f c u ltu ra l and socio­
economic needs and in te re s t. 3 4.036 4 4.078 .60
Audience represen ta tive 's  p a r t ic i ­
pation in  the program determination  
process (includes counseling, 
le g itim a tio n , and decision-making 
and problem -solving). 2 4.066 2 4.097 .75
Concepts and p rin c ip les  necessary 
as the foundation o f subject m atter 
content in  the Extension 
educational program. 4 4.014 5 4.054 .48
Training fo r  audience representatives  
in  Extension Program Development. 6 3.897 6 3.847 .28
Composite 3 24.203 4 24.214 .46 -
TABLE 27 (c o n tin u e d )
Concept Category Rank
Bachelors
Mean
Masters and/or Doctorate 
Rank Mean P
D. Program Strategy
Plan o f work as an o u tlin e  of 
planned s tra teg ies  fo r  one year 
or less. 2
«
4.080 1 4.299 •17
Plan o f action encompasses the 
four program emphasis areas of 
A g ricu ltu re , Community Resource 
Development, Family Resources, 
4-H/Youth. 1 4.311 2 4.263 .55
Plan o f work allows fo r  the 
sequencing (inc luding tim ing) 
co n tin u ity  and interdependence 
among functions. 6 3.835 5 3.961 .69
Coordination fo r  external and 
in te rn a l organizational purposes. 5 3.877 6 3.941 .43
O utline o f educational objectives  
and actions to be accomplished with  
people to enable them to reach 
th e ir  program objectives. 3 4.066 3 4.241 .08
Plan o f work contains strateg ies  
fo r  in d iv id u a l, group and 
community change. 4 4.044 4 4.117 .69 _is
TABLE 2 7 (c o n tin u e d )
Concept Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and/or Doctorate 
Rank Mean P
Composite 4 23.790 3 24.662 .51
E. Program Action
*
Teaching plans o u tlin e  the 
sp ec ific  educational objectives and 
the expected resu lts . 3 4.000 3 3.896 .44
Volunteers contribute time and/or 
m aterial resources w ithout cohesion 
and without personal m ateria l gain. 4 3.970 4 3.894 .35
Teaching must be learner ( in d iv id u a l, 
group, community) centered. 1 4.326 1 4.302 .34
Inform ation d is tr ib u tio n  is  
Extension Agent's primary goal. 5 3.970 5 3.892 .58
Psychological map o f expectations 
o f roles in  Extension (professional 
or vo lunteer). 6 3.379 6 3.508 .28
Dynamics o f volunteerism 2 4.023 2 3.902 .01
Composite 5 23.087 6 22.422 .11
TABLE 2 7 (c o n tin u e d )
Concept Category Rank
Bachelor
Mean
Masters and/or Doctorate 
Rank Mean P
F. Program Evaluation
Evaluation as a generic phenomenon 
may include several approaches. 3 3.895 ‘ 2 4.095 .18
Evaluations deal w ith how the program 
followed the o rig in a l plan. 6 3.545 6 3.586 .84
Technological e ffic ie n c y  and computer 
data are means o f helping humans to  
make evaluative  judgement. 5 3.574 5 3.592 .19
Program evaluation as a management 
to o l. 1 4.182 1 4.448 .23
Assessment o f the degree to which 
objectives are achieved versus " to ta l 
suceess". 2 4.015 3 4.033 .17
Strategy assessment determines the 
effectiveness o f sp ec ific  inputs fo r  
achieving change. 4 3.801 4 3.810 .27
Composite 6 22.657 5 22.922 .56
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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educational ob jectives and actions to  be accomplished w ith  people to  
enable them to reach th e ir  program objectives" was s ta t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n t a t the .08 le v e l.  There was v a r ia tio n  between the two 
groups w ith the mean score o f the group w ith  masters and/or doctorate  
degrees being s lig h t ly  higher than those w ith a bachelors. Perceptions 
of the importance of the concept "dynamics o f volunteerism" was 
s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .01 le v e l. There was v a r ia tio n  
between the two groups w ith  the mean score o f the group w ith bachelors 
being s lig h tly  higher than those w ith a masters and/or doctorate  
degrees.
%
Competence Importance b.y Formal Educational Level
Table 28 shows the rank and mean scores associated w ith  each of 
the s ix  Extension program development competence categories by 
respondents' formal educational le v e l. Rank was based on the mean 
scores w ith in  an educational le v e l. P ro b a b ility  leve ls  y ie lded  by the 
analysis of variance procedure fo r  tes tin g  d ifferences among formal 
educational leve ls  are also ind icated.
I t  was observed th a t , based on the mean scores, the concept 
category, Program S tra tegy, was ranked highest by those personnel w ith  
a bachelors degree and second by the masters and/or doctoral degree 
group. Both groups ranked Program Evaluation f i f t h  w ith an ind ica tion  
of th e ir  agreement. Three o f the concept categories , In s t itu t io n a l  
Framework, Program Determination and Program Action were observed to  
be in  a trend towards disagreement; however, there was no s ta t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n if ic a n t d iffe re n c e .
The two groups perceived only two o f the concept categories
TABLE 28
Perceived Importance o f the Competences to Extension Agents 
in  Extension Program Development by Respondents' Formal Educational Level
N=295
Competence by Category
Formal Educational Levels
Bachelors Masters and/or Doctorate 
Rank Mean Rank Mean P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework 3 58.768 1 60.448 .28
B. Organizational Base 4 56.456 4 57.903 .49
C. Program Determination 6 54.811 6 56.487 .25
D. Program Strategy 1 60.000 2 60.409 .97
E. Program Action 2 59.471 3 58.578 .28
F. Program Evaluation 5 56.362 ■ 5 57.539 .99
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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w ith a tendency fo r  strong agreement. These categories were Program 
Strategy and Program Evaluation.
The lack o f s ta t is t ic a l  s ign ificance in  the p ro b a b ilit ie s  
associated w ith the ca lcu la ted  F value fo r  these competences by 
categories in  Extension program development ind icates th a t there was 
agreement as to th e ir  perceived importance by these two groups. Based 
on the analysis of variance, the n u ll hypothesis of no d iffe ren ce  
between the respondents w ith bachelors degrees and those w ith masters 
and/or doctoral degrees in  regards to  th e ir  perceptions o f the 
importance o f the competences to  Extension Agents involved in  Extension 
program development, was not re jec ted .
A breakdown of the s ix  Extension program development categories  
in to  the s p e c ific  competences grouped under them is  given in  Table 29. 
Ind icated w ith in  each concept category are fourteen of the e ig h ty -fo u r  
competences and the mean scores o f perceived importance accorded to  
each by the two d if fe re n t  educational level groups. P ro b a b ilitie s  
associated w ith the analysis  o f variance procedure fo r  tes tin g  
d ifferences in  perception o f the importance o f the various competences 
between the educational leve l groups are also shown. V aria tio ns were 
observed in  the groups' rankings o f the several competences w ith in  the 
six categories. However, s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t d ifferences in the 
perceived importance between the formal educational leve ls  o f the 
respondents were revealed in  the case o f seven competences where 
d ifferences in  the perception o f importance were s t a t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n if ic a n t . Perception o f the importance o f the competence " s k i l l fu l  
in  the assessment of the b e lie fs  and value systems represented in  the
TABLE 29
Ranking o f Competences fo r  th e ir  Perceived Importance to Extension 
Agents in Extension Program Development By Respondent's Formal Educational Level
N=295
Competence by Category Rank
Bachelors
Mean
Masters and/or Doctorate 
Rank Mean P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework
S k il lfu l  in  the assessment o f the 
b e lie fs  and value systems 
represented in  the respective  
county or c ity . 5 4.365 2 4.474 .08
S k il lfu l  in the synthesis o f 
comnunication with groups and 
organizations. 7 4.290 1 4.506 .11
A b il ity  to  grasp the 
significance of organizational 
goals and objectives. 9 4.232 8 4.318 .91
Comprehends the operational 
procedures o f the V irg in ia  
Cooperative Extension Service. 10 4.190 10 4.286 .89
A b il ity  to  judge the impact o f 
interpersonal behavior upon the 
organizational goals and 
objectives. 13 3.860 13 4.087 .29
CO
CO
TABLE 2 9 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and/or Doctorate 
Rank Mean P
A b il ity  to evaluate the relevancy 
of data ( i . e . ,  s o c ia l, economic, 
c u ltu ra l,  in s t itu t io n a l and 
p o l i t ic a l )  to  the local s itu a tio n . 11 4.159 9 4.312 .16
S k il l fu l  in  the app lication  of 
interpersonal re lationsh ips fo r  
e ffe c tiv e  organizational 
performance. 8 4.281 11 4.132 .63
S k il lfu l  in  the analysis o f 
issues and concerns to  a community. 2 4.456 5 4.435 .68
A b il ity  to  in teg ra te  organizational 
resources in to  a plan fo r  solving 
problems. 1 4.464 3 4.474 .76
S k il lfu l  in  the assumption o f a 
leadership ro le . 6 4.331 7 4.343 .50
Able to accurately judge the 
adequacy w ith which conclusions 
are supported by data. 14 3.852 12 4.131 .03
Able to  define the audiences 
which Extension proposes to  
reach. 3 4.391 4 4.467 .49
TABLE 29 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and /or Doctorate 
Rank Mean P
A b il ity  to  increase 
awareness o f group processes and 
the consequences on group 
performance. 12 3.978 14 4.078 .77
Able to manage programs according 
to re levant objectives rather  
than "past p ractices". 4 4.377 6 4.426 .90
Composi te 3 58.768 1 60.448 .28
B. Organizational Base
S k il lfu l  in  the locating  of 
inform ation th a t provides insight 
in to  the overa ll u n it s itu a tio n . 3 4.283 5 4.279 .66
S k il lfu l  in  the id e n tif ic a t io n  of 
potentia l audiences. 1 4.341 2 4.357 .92
Knowledgeable o f the contemporary 
society s itu ations th a t impact and 
shape the respective program 
emphasis area. 9 4.065 9 4.158 .83
S k il lfu l  in  the in tegra tion  of 
knowledge from d iffe re n t areas in to  
a plan fo r  problem-solving. 8 4.138 4 4.299 .14 _
TABLE 29 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category
Bache'i
Rank
lors
Mean
Masters and/or Doctorate 
Rank Mean P
Able to analyze the needs and 
in te re s t o f not only in d iv id u a ls , 
but groups and committees. 2 4.341 1 4.500 .05
Knowledgeable o f resources which 
are non-local and external to the 
Extension service. 12 3.898 12 4.110 .40
Comprehends the po ten tia l 
audience's s itu a tio n . 4 4.239 3 4.340 .92
Recognizes the need fo r  democratic 
process in Extension program 
development. 6 4.169 10 4.129 .91
Understands and accepts the 
strengths and lim ita tio n s  of 
problem-solving through group 
in te ra c tio n . 10 4.029 7 4.214 .24
Requires a lo t  of input from 
others before can recognize 
problems or needs o f the people. 14 3.398 14 3.642 .40
Comprehends one's re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  
which a ffe c t  the functioning of 
the group. 11 4.000 8 4.196 .22
TABLE 29 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and /or Doctorate 
Rank Mean P
A b il ity  to analyze s itu a tio n a l 
information and d isplay the 
information appropriate ly . 7 4.149 . 11 4.125 .85
E ffec tive  in  helping others in 
determining the re la t iv e  importance 
of p r io r it ie s . 5 4.212 5 4.271 .82
A b il ity  to estab lish  a plan fo r  
ro ta tion  and f i l l i n g  o f vacancies 
in program development groups. 13 3.730 13 3.973 .17
Composite 4 56.456 4 57.903 .49
C. Program Determination
Understands th a t social systems 
are not the same as cu ltu ra l 
systems. 12 3.602 14 3.439 .14
S k il l fu l  in  the id e n tif ic a t io n  
of the components of the social 
system. 13 3.523 13 3.466 .24
Knowledgeable o f the leadership  
structure w ith in  the targeted  
audience. 3 4.241 5 4.359 .34
TABLE 2 9 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and/or Doctorate 
Rank Mean P
Insight in to  the various 
leadership functions carried  out by 
c lie n te le  representatives. 10 3.867 10 4.046 .48
Values power as pos itive  force in  
the shaping o f the local Extension 
program. 14 3.308 12 3.560 .01
Recognizes th a t re levant 
educational objectives are derived  
from the needs and problems 
id e n tif ie d  through a planning 
process. 4 4.181 3 4.383 .22
U tiliz e s  the concepts and practices  
from re levant d isc ip lin es  th a t are 
applicable to  the problem or need. 9 3.882 9 4.079 .23
Analyze the s itu a tio n , needs, and 
in te re s t of the people. 1 4.565 1 4.578 * .44
C o llec t, analyze and in te rp re t  
data as to i ts  usefulness. 8 4.058 6 4.247 .16
S k il lfu l  in  the in te rp re ta tio n  of 
appropriate research resu lts . 11 3.831 11 3.928 .86
TABLE 29 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and/or Doctorate 
Rank Mean P
S k il l fu l  in the in te ra c tio n  w ith  
various c u ltu ra l and social groups 
represented in  the local (county 
or c i ty )  u n it. 5 4.174 ‘ 4 4.368 .16
Able to formulate a new scheme fo r  
attempting to solve problems. 6 4.131 7 4.157 .55
S k il l fu l  in  creating  an environment 
fo r  e ffe c tiv e  people involvement in 
program planning. 2 4.290 3 4.442 .29
A b il ity  to estab lish  c le a r ly  
defined c r i te r ia . 7 4.123 8 4.136 .85
Composite 6 54.811 6 56.487 .25
D. Program Strategy
A working understanding o f the 
precise nature o f the c lie n te le  who 
are concerned w ith a problem. 11 4.196 10 4.241 .75
S k il l fu l  in the establishment of 
the appropriate teaching- 
learning process. 8 4.275 6 4.390 .36
CO
t o
TABLE 29 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and/or Doctorate 
Rank Mean P
Able to  apply appropriate  
resources in  the design o f the 
learning experiences. 9 4.232 s 8 4.358 .45
A b il ity  to  use judgement in 
accurately evaluating the s itu a tio n . 4 4.449 3 4.526 .21
Recognizes the value o f various 
team e ffo rts  to the development 
of the local u n it 's  Extension 
program. 3 4.485 7 4.364 .06
S k il l fu l  in  the use of 
volunteer leadership in  the 
development of the local u n it 's  
program. 6 4.391 4 4.416 .63
Able to  conceptualize the behavioral 
changes needed to achieve stated  
program ob jectives. 14 3.978 12 4.026 .90
Demonstrates a commitment to the 
development o f an appropriate plan 
of work as a function of the u n it 
s ta f f . 10 4.197 11 4.201 .33
A b il ity  to  estimate the fu ture  
consequences (planned and unplanned) 
o f the program objectives. 13 3.993 14 4.000 .78 i
TABLE 29 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and/or Doctorate 
Rank Mean P
Demonstrates working a b i l i t ie s  in  
public group decision-making. 12 4.022 13 4.176 .17
S k il l fu l  in  establishing rapport 
with po ten tia l audiences. 2 4.572' 1 4.584 .57
Recognizes th a t public re la tio n s  
begins w ith one's s e lf . 1 4.628 2 4.558 .97
A b il ity  to  appropriate ly  resolve 
c o n flic ts  when arises in  people 
involvement groups. 5 4.413 9 4.416 .65
S k il l fu l  in  the form ulation of 
strateg ies fo r  in d iv id u a l, group 
and community problem-solving. 7 4.321 9 4.292 .42
Composite 1 60.000 2 60.409 .97
E. Program Action
S k il lfu l  in  the in it ia t io n  o f 
action to achieve sp ec ific  program 
objectives. 9 4.255 9 4.299 .81
Comprehends the importance o f 
volunteers in  Extension program 
development. 5 4.427 5 4.383 .26
TABLE 2 9 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and/or Doctorate 
Rank Mean P
A b il ity  to  grasp the significances  
and discrepancies between the 
o rg an iza tio n a lly  re levant 
expectations o f the ind iv idual 
and his or her experiences as he 
(she) sees them. 13 3.827 12 3.933 .91
A b il ity  to recognize the 
contributions o f others. 3 4.623 2 4.578 .15
Recognizes diplomacy as an 
e ffe c tiv e  approach to people 
involvement. 4 4.623 4 4.444 .05
Accepts one's leadership ro le  as 
c r i t ic a l  to  the implementation of 
the local u n it 's  Extension Program. 8 4.341 7 4.344 .72
S k il l fu l  in  assessing community 
resources fo r  program d e livery  
( i . e . ,  f a c i l i t i e s ,  produce, c it iz e n  
support fo r  the learner group). 7 4.362 8 4.318 .45
Recognizes th a t low tru s t  
induces defensive behavior. 10 4.243 10 4.154 .35
TABLE 29 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category Rank
Bachelors
Mean
Masters and/or Doctorate 
Rank Mean P
Comprehends the relevance o f the 
character o f the problem s itu a tio n  
involving the sender and receiver 
of communications. 12 3.882 13 3.876 .57
S k il l fu l  in the id e n t if ic a t io n ,  
recruitm ent, and tra in in g  of 
volunteers. 6 4.369 6 4.364 .86
S k il lfu l  in dealing w ith c lie n te le  
in a p os itive  way. 1 4.630 1 4.643 .89
Recognizes behavioral v a r ia b i l i ty  
a t various leve ls  ( i . e . ,  the group, 
the o rgan ization ). 11 4.022 11 4.093 .47
Recognizes m otivation as being 
external to the in d iv id u a l. 14 3.782 . 14 3.694 .24
Enthusiasm fo r Extension responsi­
b i l i t i e s ,  and re la ted  work. 2 4.628 3 4.510 .23
Composite 2 59.471 3 58.578 .28
F. Program Evaluation •
S k il l fu l  in  making careful comparison 
of observed data w ith established  
c r i te r ia . 12 3.807 10 4.040 • 08 I
TABLE 29 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters
Rank
and/or Doctorate 
Mean P
Recognizes the types o f people 
who need eva luative  information  
about programs. 9 4.044 . 12 3.967 .26
S k il l fu l  in  d istingu ish ing  
between fac ts  and assumptions. 3 4.255 2 4.395 .49
S k il lfu l  in dealing w ith value 
questions. 10 3.963 9 4.100 .68
Recognizes the lim ita tio n s  of 
technological progress and 
managerial science on learner 
a ttitu d e s . 13 3.757 14 3.801 .87
Knowledgeable in  the lim ita tio n s  
used in data gathering. 14 3.657 13 3.864 .42
S k il l fu l  in  the methods and 
techniques o f evaluation applicable  
to  the local u n it 's  s itu a tio n . 6 4.168 5 4.240 .97
W illingness to determine the e ffe c ts  
of the actions taken. 8 4.073 7 4.143 .75
Knowledgeable in  the processes of 
assessing new s itu a tio n s . 5 4.203 6 5.301 .32
TABLE 2 9 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and /or Doctorate 
Rank Mean- P
Understands the established  
c r i te r ia  from which to  do a program 
evaluation in  local u n it 's  
s itu a tio n a l statement. 11 3.949 11 4.026 .77
A b il ity  to  analyze the program 
objectives and p ro ject possible 
resu lts . 7 4.124 8 4.124 .21
Recognizes weaknesses o f previous 
year's  plan o f work and takes 
correc tive  action . 1 4.452 1 4.500 .94
Seeks po licy  changes when evident 
th a t the po licy  impedes program 
development. 4 4.237 4 4.247 .44
A b il ity  to appraise the success or 
fa ilu re s  o f a program based on 
d e fin ite  c r i te r ia  expected and 
agreed upon. 2 4.285 3 4.312 .62
Composite 5 56.362 5 57.539 .99
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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respective county or c ity "  was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .08  
le v e l. Respondents w ith a masters and/or doctorate considered th is  
competence o f higher importance than did those w ith Bachelor degrees. 
Perception o f the importance o f the competence "able to accurately  
judge the adequacy w ith which conclusions are supported by data" was 
s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .03 le v e l. Respondents w ith a 
masters and/or doctorate considered th is  competence o f higher 
importance than those w ith Bachelor degrees. Perception o f the 
importance o f the competence "able to analyze the needs and in te re s t of 
not only in d iv id u a ls , but groups and committees" was s ta t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n t a t the .^05 le v e l. Respondents w ith a Masters and/or 
Doctorate considered th is  competence o f higher importance than did 
those w ith Bachelor degrees. Perception o f the importance of the 
competence" values power as (a ) p o s itive  force in  the shaping o f the 
local Extension program" was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .01 le v e l. 
Respondents with a Masters and/or Doctorate considered th is  competence 
of higher importance than did those w ith Bachelor degrees. Perception 
of the importance o f the competence "recognizes the value o f various 
team e ffo r ts  to  the development of the local u n it 's  Extension program" 
was s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t  the .06 le v e l. Respondents w ith a 
Bachelor degree considered th is  competence of higher importance than 
did those w ith Masters and/or Doctorate degrees. Perception of the 
importance o f the competence "recognizes diplomacy as an e ffe c tiv e  
approach to  people involvement" was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the 
.05 le v e l. Respondents w ith a Bachelors degree consider th is  
competence o f higher importance than did those w ith Masters and/or
Doctorate degrees. Perceptions o f the importance o f the competence 
" s k i l l fu l  in  making care fu l comparison o f observed data w ith  
established c r i te r ia "  was s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .08 le v e l.  
Respondents w ith a Masters and/or Doctorate degree considered th is  
competence o f higher importance than did those w ith bachelors degrees 
Based on the analysis fo r  the remaining selected competences, 
the nu ll hypothesis o f no d ifferences between the respondents' formal 
educational level and th e ir  perception o f the importance o f the 
competence to  Extension Agents in Extension program development was 
not re jected  fo r  the remaining seventy-seven competences.
Importance o f Concept Categories by Program Emphasis Area
Table 30 shows the lin e a r  re la tio n sh ip  between the respective  
program emphasis area and the respondents' responses. P ro b ab ility  
leve ls  y ie lded  by the analysis of variance procedure fo r  tes tin g  the 
l in e a r  re la tio n s h ip  between the estimated time spent in  a program 
emphasis area and the perceptions o f the importance of the concept 
categories. I f  the sign is  p o s itive  (+) the mean fo r  the concept 
category increases as the percent o f the estimated time spent in the 
program emphasis area increases. I f  negative, the mean decreases as 
the percent o f the estimated time spent in  the program emphasis area 
incraeases.
One respondent grouping is  "ALL" and the values are given on 
the f i r s t  l in e  fo r  each category. The second group was lim ite d  to  
Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen who indicated th a t 50 percent or 
more o f th e ir  annual time was spent in  a program emphasis area.
The composite means fo r  the concepts in  each o f the concept
TABLE 30
A Summary o f the Linear Relationship o f Estimated Time Spent 
in  a Program Emphasis Area and the Perception of the Importance o f the Concept Category by 
Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen o f the V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980
N=275
Program Emphasis Area
Community
Resource Family
Respondent Composite A gricu lture Development Resources 4-H/Youth
Concept Category Grouping Mean . . .  + / -  . P .... ........ . P _
A. In s titu tio n a l ALL 25.205 -  .05 - .05 - .07 - .05
Framework 50 > 25.069 -  .02 .01 - .02 - .02
B. Organizational ALL 24.897 -  .18 .46 _ .34 .23
Base 50 > 24.858 -  .32 - .39 - .41 - .34
C. Program ALL 24.209 -  .01 .07 .08 .05
Determination 50 > 24.138 -  .03 - .06 - .09 - .08
D. Program ALL 24.250 -  .02 .03 _ .10 .06
Strategy 50 > 24.199 -  .06 - .05 - .13 - .10
E. Program ALL 22.736 -  .02 .04 _ .08 • .08
Action 50 > 22.581 - .26 - .01 - .42 - .39
F. Program ALL 22.797 -  .01 .01 .01 .01
Evaluation 50 > 22.649 -  .01 - .01 - .01 - .01
ALL, A ll respondents. + /-»  Positive or Negative Linear Relationship. P, P ro b ab ility  Factor
50> , Those respondents with 50 percent or more o f th e ir  time spent in a given program emphasis area. ^
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categories is  more fo r  the "ALL" group than fo r  the "50> " , f i f t y  
percent or more group. This indicates th a t respondents in the-"ALL" 
group considered the concepts o f higher importance than those in the 
f i f t y  percent or more group.
The lin e a r  re la tionsh ips  between the estimated time spent in 
a program emphasis area and the perception o f the importance o f the 
concept categories by Extension Agents and U nit Chairmen were negative  
fo r  the s ix  concept categories. This ind icates th a t as the percent 
of time in a program emphasis area increases the respective mean 
ind ica ting  importance decreases.
Based on th is  summary, four o f the s ix  concept categories  
showed s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t p ro b a b ility  values a t the .10 level 
or less fo r  those Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen who indicated 50 
percent o f th e ir  time spent in a p a rt ic u la r  program emphasis area.
Based on th is  analysis o f these six  categories , the 
in d ica tio n  is  th a t there is  a s ig n ific a n t lin e a r  re la tio n sh ip  between 
the estimated annual time spent in  a given program emphasis area and 
the responses as to  the perceived importance o f a category. When 
considered from the 50 percent or more time spent in a program emphasis 
area the respondents' perception o f the importance o f the concept 
categories , there was a s ig n ific a n t lin e a r  re la tio n s h ip  in four of the 
s ix  concept categories. Thus the nu ll hypothesis th a t there was no 
d iffe ren ce  was re jected  as i t  applied to  the concept categories, 
In s t itu t io n a l Framework, Program Determ ination, Program S trategy, and 
Program Evaluation.
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Im portance o f  Competences by Program Emphasis Area
Table 31 shows the lin e a r  re la tio n s h ip  between the respective  
program emphasis area and the respondents' responses. P ro b ab ility  
leve ls  y ie lded by the analysis o f variance procedure fo r  tes tin g  the 
lin e a r  re la tio n s h ip  between the estimated time spent in  a program 
emphasis area and the perceptions o f the importance o f the competences 
by categories. One respondent grouping is  "ALL" and the values are 
given on the f i r s t  l in e  fo r  each category. The second group was 
lim ite d  to Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen who indicated th a t 50 
percent or more o f th e ir  annual time was spent in  a program emphasis 
area.
The p o s itiv e  (+ ) o f the p ro b a b ility  is  an in d ica tio n  th a t the 
mean fo r  the category increases as the percent o f the estimated time 
spent in  a program emphasis area increases. I f  negative ( - )  the mean 
decreases as the percent of the estimated time spent in  the program 
emphasis area increases.
The composite means fo r  the competences by categories were 
higher fo r  the "ALL" group in the categories , In s t itu t io n a l Framework, 
Organizational Base, Program Determ ination, Program Strategy and 
Program Evaluation, w hile the mean fo r  Program Action was lower than 
the f i f t y  percent or more group. This ind icates th a t the competences 
by categories was considered to  be o f higher importance than those in 
the f i f t y  percent or more group. The la t t e r  group, however, considered 
competences by the category, Program Action, o f higher importance than 
did those in  the "ALL" group.
Based on th is  analysis o f these six  categories the ind ica tion
TABLE 31
A Summary of the Linear Relationship of Estimated Time Spent in a Program Emphasis Area and the 
Perception o f the Importance o f the Concept Category, Based on the Competences Within the Category, 
By Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen, V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980
N=275
Program Emphasis Area
Community
Resource Family
Respondent Composite A gricu lture Development Resources 4-H/Youth 
Concept Category_______ Grouping________ Mean__________ + /-  P________ + /-  P______ + /-  P______ + /-  P
A. In s t itu t io n a l ALL 59.564 -  .02 - .04 - .08 - .02
Framework 50> 59.423 -  .07 - .05 - .13 - .07
B. Organizational ALL 57.219 - .10 .13 _ .23 _ .14
Base 50> 57.142 -  .17 - -.14 - .24 - .20
C. Program ALL 55.695 -  .01 . . .01 _ .01 _ .01
Determination 50 > 55.626 -  .01 - .01 “ .01 - .01
D. Program ALL 60.216 -  .01 .03 _ .10 _ .04
Strategy 50> 60.175 -  .07 - .06 - .16 “ .11
E. Program ALL 59.000 - .05 — .11 .18 _ .06
Action 50> 59.069 - .28 - .28 - .43 “ .40
F. Program ALL 56.983 -  .01 .01 _ .01 _ .01
Evaluation 50> 56.833 -  .01 - .01 - .01 - .01
ALL, A ll respondents. + /->  Positive or Negative Linear Relationship. P, P ro b ab ility  Factor.
50> , Those respondents w ith 50 percent of th e ir  time spent in a given program area. tn
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is  th a t there is  s ig n ific a n t lin e a r  re la tionsh ips  between the 
estimated annual time spent in  a given program emphasis area and the 
responses as to the perceived importance o f the competences by category. 
When considered from the f i f t y  percent or more time spent in a program 
emphasis area the respondents' perception o f the importance o f the 
categories, there was a s ig n ific a n t lin e a r  re la tio n sh ip  in  four of the 
six categories. Thus the null hypothesis th a t there are d ifferences  
between the Extension Agents, and Unit Chairmen with major 
re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  in d if fe re n t  program emphasis areas in  regard to  
th e ir  perception o f the importance o f the competences to  Extension 
Agents involved in program development was re jected .
Respondents From Urban and Rural Units
Table 32 shows the composite means fo r  the six concept 
categories re la t iv e  to  the perception by these respondents who were 
Extension Agents re la t iv e  to the concepts' importance to Extension 
Agents in  Extension Program Development. The tab le  also provides a 
separate composite mean fo r  urban and ru ra l Extension Agents. The 
composite mean and standard deviations were u t i l iz e d  in  the t - t e s t  
to  determine the tendency of the two composite means to  be in  
agreement. The p ro b a b ility  leve ls  yie lded by the t - t e s t  procedure are 
also provided.
The Extension Agents from urban units considered f iv e  o f the 
concept categories o f higher importance than did those Extension Agents 
from ru ra l u n its . However, the concept category, In s t itu t io n a l  
Framework, was considered o f higher importance by the Extension Agents 
in rural un its  than by those from urban u n its .
TABLE 32
Composite Mean, Standard D eviation, t-v a lu e  and P ro b ab ility  o f the 
Concept Categories’ Perceived Importance by Extension Agents from Urban and Rural Units
N=202
Unit Designation
Urban * Rural
Concept Categories
Composite
Mean
Standard
Deviation
Composite
Mean
Standard
Deviation t-Value P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework 25.089 3.478 25.526 3.218 -.8 8 .38
B. Organizational Base 25.250 3.655 24.870 3.731 -.71 .48
C. Program Determination 25.105 3.729 23.910 4.243 -2 .02 .04
D. Program Strategy 25.750 4.170 24.228 3.909 -.8 8 .38
E. Program Action 23.250 4.183 22.691 4.264 - .9 0 .37
F. Program Evaluation 23.360 4.109 22.504 4.847 -1 .27 .20
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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The concept category, Program Determ ination, had a t-v a lu e  o f 
-2 .0 2  and a p ro b a b ility  level o f .0 4 , ind icating  th a t th e ir  
composite means were not in  agreement. Based on th is  an a lys is , the 
nu ll hypothesis o f no d iffe ren ce  between the Extension Agents located  
in  urban un its  and the Extension Agents located in ru ra l un its  regarding 
th e ir  perceptions o f the importance o f the concept category "Program 
Determ ination", to Extension Agents involved in Extension program 
development was re jec ted .
Table 33 shows the composite means fo r  the s ix  categories  
as to the perception by those respondents who were Extension 
Agents, re la t iv e  to^the re la ted  competences' importance to Extension 
Agents in  Extension program development. The tab le  also provides a 
separate composite mean fo r  urban and rura l Extension Agents. The 
composite mean and standard deviations were u t i l iz e d  in  the t - t e s t  to  
determine the tendency o f the two composite means fo r  each category 
to be in  agreement. The p ro b a b ility  leve ls  y ie lded  by the t - t e s t  
procedure are also provided.
The Extension Agents from urban un its  considered the s ix  
categories r e la t iv e  to the re la ted  competences o f higher importance 
than did those Agents from the ru ra l u n its .
The concept category, Program Determ ination, had a t-v a lu e  of 
-1 .8 2  and a p ro b a b ility  leve l o f .07 , thus in d ica tin g  th a t these 
composite means were not in  agreement. Extension Agents from urban un its  
considered th is  category o f higher importance than did those from rura l 
u n its . Based on th is  an a lys is , the nu ll hypothesis o f no d iffe rence  
between the Extension Agents located in  urban units  and the Extension
TABLE 33
Composite Mean, Standard Deviation, t-va lu e  and P ro b ab ility  of the Concept Categories 
as to  the Perceived Importance o f the Competences by Extension Agents from Urban and Rural Units
N=202
Competences by Category
Unit Designation 
Urban
Composite Standard 
Mean Deviation
Rural
Composite Standard 
Mean Deviation t-Value P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework 60.460 6.961 59.162 6.177 -1 .25 .21
B. Organizational Base 58.342 8.499 56.976 7.849 -1 .16 .25
C. Program Determination 56.947 8.360 54.732 8.337 -1.82 .07
D. Program Strategy 60.921 7.488 60.171 6.890 -0 .72 .47
E. Program Action 59.697 8.158 58.902 7.234 -0.72 .47
F. Program Evaluation 57.960 8.370 56.252 8.699 -1 .36 .17
Extension  Agents: V ir g in ia  C oo p era tive  E xtension  S e rv ic e , 1980.
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Agents located in  ru ra l un its  regarding th e ir  perceptions o f the 
importance o f the competences re la te d  to the Program Determination  
category o f Extension program development was re jec ted .
Table 34 shows the composite means fo r  the s ix  concept 
categories re la t iv e  to  the perception o f those respondents who were 
Unit Chairmen, as re la te d  to the concepts' importance to  Extension 
Agents in Extension program development. The tab le  also provides a 
separate composite mean fo r  urban and rura l U nit Chairmen. The 
composite mean and standard deviations were u t i l iz e d  in  the t - t e s t  to  
determine the tendency o f the two composite means to  be in  agreement.
The p ro b a b ility  leve ls  y ie lded  by the t - t e s t  procedure are also  
provided.
The U nit Chairmen from urban units considered four o f the s ix  
concept categories of higher importance than did those Unit Chairmen 
from rura l un its .
The concept category, Program Strategy had a t-v a lu e  of -1 .7 2  
and a p ro b a b ility  leve l o f .09 , thus ind ica ting  th a t these composite 
means were not in  agreement. Unit Chairmen from urban units considered 
th is  concept category more important than did those from ru ra l un its . 
Based on th is  an a lys is , the nu ll hypothesis o f no d iffe ren ce  among the 
Unit Chairmen located in urban units  and the U nit Chairmen located in 
ru ra l un its  regarding th e ir  perceptions o f the importance of the 
concepts re la te d  to the Program Strategy category o f Extension program 
development was re jec ted .
Table 35 shows the composite means fo r  the s ix  concept 
categories re la t iv e  to the perception o f those respondents who were
TABLE 34
Composite Mean, Standard D eviation, t-V alue and P ro b ab ility  o f the Concept 
Categories' Perceived Importance by Unit Chairmen from Urban and Rural Units
N=73
Concept Categories
Unit Designation 
Urban
Composite Standard 
Mean Deviation
Rural
Composite Standard 
Mean Deviation t-Value P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework 24.474 3.454 25.185 3.513 0.76 .45
B. Organizational Base 24.316 2.790 24.963 3.436 0.74 .46
C. Program Determination 23.947 3.188 23.389 4.240 -0 .52 .60
D. Program Strategy 24.947 2.915 23.259 5.260 -1 .72 .09
E. Program Action 22.789 5.224 22.333 3.900 -0 .4 0 .69
F. Program Evaluation 21.894 5.597 22.463 3.927 0.41 .68
U n it  Chairmen: V ir g in ia  C oopera tive  Extension  S e rv ic e , 1980.
TABLE 35
Composite Mean, Standard D eviation , t-V alue and P ro b ab ility  o f the Concept Categories 
as to the Perceived Importance o f the Competences by Unit Chairmen from Urban and Rural Units
N=73
Unit Designation
Urban Rural
Composite Standard Composite Standard
Competences by Categories Mean Deviation Mean Deviation t-V alue P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework 58.895 6.082 59.500 6.729 0.34 .73
B. O rganizational Base 55.737 9.631 56.851 7.913 0.50 .62
C. Program Determination 55.474 7.493 55.593 8.524 0.05 .96
D. Program Strategy 60.947 5.864 58.981 6.897 - 1- 11 .27
E. Program Action 58.789 6.303 58.630 7.106 -0 .0 9 .93
F. Program Evaluation 58.368 8.093 55.926 8.480 -1 .12 .27
Unit Chairmen: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
cn
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Unit Chairmen, as re la te d  to  the competences' importance to  Extension 
Agents in  Extension program development. The tab le  also provided a 
separate composite mean fo r  urban and ru ra l Unit Chairmen. The 
composite mean and standard deviations were u t i l iz e d  in  the t - t e s t  to  
determine the tendency o f the two composite means fo r  each category 
to  be in  agreement. The p ro b a b ility  leve ls  y ie lded  by the t - t e s t  
procedure are also provided.
The U n it Chairmen from urban units  considered the f i r s t  three  
o f the categories by competences to be o f higher importance than did 
those Unit Chairmen from the ru ra l u n its , who considered the la s t  three  
of the categories tp be of higher importance.
The category, Program Determ ination, had a t-v a lu e  of 
0.05 and a p ro b a b ility  level o f .96 , and Program Action, had a t-v a lu e  
of 0.09 and a p ro b a b ility  level of .93. This indicated th a t these 
two categories' composite means were in  agreement. Based on th is  
an a lys is , the nu ll hypothesis o f no d iffe rence  among the Unit 
Chairmen located in  ru ra l units and the Unit Chairmen located in urban 
units  regarding th e ir  perceptions o f the importance o f the categories  
by competences to Extension Agents involved in  Extension program 
development was not re jec ted .
Numbers o f Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved 
Table 36 shows the composite mean scores associated with the 
s ix  Extension program development concept categories by Extension 
Agents'and U nit Chairmen's indicated number o f local non-Extension 
ind iv idu a ls  fo rm ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension 
program. P ro b a b ility  leve ls  y ie lded  by the analysis o f variance
TABLE 36
Extension Agents' and Unit Chairmen's Perceptions of the Importance of 
Extension Program Development Concept Categories to Extension Agents 
By Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
N=230
Concept Category
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
1-10 11-15 16-20 21-30 
(Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework 23.000 25.300 25.143 25.130 26.026 25.513 .08
B. Organizational Base 22.800 24.720 24.857 25.185 25.872 24.820 .13
C. Program Determination 21.450 23.380 24.214 24.148 25.103 24.897 .04
D. Program Strategy 21.100 24.340 24.357 23.704 25.000 24.769 .06
E. Program Action 21.900 22.400 23.071 22.204 22.897 23.692 .92
F. Program Evaluation 19.900 22.520 22.714 23.222 23.179 22.744 .23
Extension  Agents and U n it  Chairmen: V ir g in ia  C o o p era tive  Extension  S e rv ic e , 1980.
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procedure fo r  tes tin g  d ifferences between the s ix  groups are si so 
ind icated . I t  was observed th a t those respondents w ith th ity -o n e  to  
f i f t y  ind iv idu a ls  fo rm ally  involved considered each concept category to  
be o f higher importance than the other f iv e  groups, ind ica ting  th a t  
group size may contribute to the perceived importance o f the concepts 
to  Extension Agents in  Extension program development at the local u n it  
le v e l. The respondents w ith one to ten ind iv iduals  form ally  involved  
considered each concept category o f less importance than those in  the 
other f iv e  groups. The concept categories , In s t itu t io n a l Framework, 
Program Determination and Program Strategy each had p ro b a b ilit ie s  of 
.08 , .04 and .06 resp ec tive ly . These s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t  
d ifferences tended to  be between the means o f the one to ten group and 
th ir ty -o n e  to  f i f t y  group. Based on th is  analysis the nu ll hypothesis 
o f no d iffe ren ce  between the Extension Agents' and Unit Chairmen's 
perceptions o f the importance o f the concepts to Extension Agents in 
Extension program development and the number o f people form ally  involved  
in Extension program development was re jected  fo r  the concept 
categories , In s t itu t io n a l Framework, Program Determ ination, and Program 
Strategy.
A breakdown of the s ix  Extension program development concept
categories in to  the sp e c ific  concepts grouped under them is  given in
Table 37. Indicated w ith in  each concept category are the mean scores
o f the perceived importance accorded each o f the concepts by the
Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen r e la t iv e  to  the indicated number of
local non-Extension ind iv idu als  fo rm ally  involved in  developing the
local u n it 's  Extension program. P ro b a b ility  leve ls  y ie lded  by the 
analysis of variance procedure fo r  tes tin g  d ifferences between the six
TABLE 37
A Comparison o f Concepts as to Their Perceived Importance to Extension 
Agents in Extension Program Development By Respondents According to the Number o f Indiv iduals  
Indicated as Being Formally Involved in  Developing the Local U n it's  Extension Program
N=230
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
Concept Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51>
(Mean) P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework
Cooperative Extension Service as a 
national educational system. 3.950 4.408 4.178 4.167 4.256 4.308 .61
Philosophy o f the Cooperative Extension 
Service. 4.200 4.400 ' 4.536 4.389 4.538 4.436 .39
Scope and re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  o f the 
V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service. 4.210 4.530 4.321 4.500 4.743 4.717 .29
The mission statement o f the V irg in ia  
Cooperative Extension Service. 3.889 4.184 4.107 4.111 4.289 4.977 .89
Interdependence o f organizations  
(public and p riv a te ) 3.737 3.940 3.928 3.981 4.231 3.949 .44
The environment o f the organization  
(in te rn a l and e x te rn a l). 3.800 4.100 4.071 3.981 4.231 3.949 .44
Composite 23.000 25.300 25.143 25.130 26.026 25.513 .08 _
TABLE 37 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
Concept Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51>
(Mean) P
B. Organizational Base
General s itu a tio n a l and organizational 
aspects th a t re la te  to the local u n it 's  
Extension Program Development. 3.900 4.240 4.357 4.148 4.333 4.231 .49 -
A complete analysis of county (or c ity )  
th a t lim its  and shapes the local u n it 's  
Extension programs. 3.950 4.120 4.000 4.129 4.256 4.205 .83
Potential audiences o f Extension 
educational programs. 4.100 4.380 4.536 4.547 4.513 4.385 .27
Program Development a process to  
create conditions where needs and 
differences are brought out, managed, 
and re s u lt in planned action . 3.750 4.083 4.000 4.241 4.500 4.289 .04
Programs seek to re la te  ind iv idual 
needs*and organizational goals. 3.800 4.160 4.250 4.074 4.308 4.079 .56
Conceptualization of problem-solving 
in Extension program development. 3.667 4.062 3.852 4.130 4.077 3.846 .27
Composite 22.800 24.720 24.857 25.185 25.872 24.820 .13
TABLE 37 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
1-10 11-15 16-20 21-30 31-50 51>
Concept Category________________________________ (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) P
C. Program Determination
Systematic decision making about
program goals and objectives 3.550 4.020 3.964 3.981 4.128 4.128 .28
People involvement group made up of 
representatives from the various
potentia l audiences. 4.000 4.260 4.429 4.537 4.513 4.590 .04
Social s e n s it iv ity  or empathy in terms 
of cu ltu ra l and socio-economic needs
and in te re s t. 3.500 31980 4.178 4.018 4.385 4.026 .16
Audience representative 's  p a rtic ip a tio n  
in the program determination process 
(includes counseling, le g itim a tio n , 
and decision-making and problem­
so lv ing ). 3.400 3.980 4.214 4.037 4.179 4.128 .13
Concepts and princ ip les  necessary as 
the foundation o f subject m atter 
content in the Extension educational
program. 3.400 3.957 4.000 4.074 4.077 4.103 .06
Training fo r  audience representatives
in Extension Program Development. 3.600 3.638 4.000 3.574 3.921 3.923 .04 o>-P*
TABLE 37 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
Concept Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15 
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
Composite 21.450 23.380 24.214 24.148 25.103 24.897 .04
D. Program Strategy
Plan o f work as an o u tlin e  o f planned 
strateg ies fo r  one year or less. 3.750 4.240 4.071 4.169 4.359 4.154 .26
Plan o f action encompasses the four 
program emphasis areas o f A g ricu ltu re , 
Community Resource Development, Family 
Resrouces, 4-H/Youth. 3.850 4.400 4.321 4.278 4.282 4.316 .16
Plan o f work allows fo r  the sequencing 
(including tim ing) con tinu ity  and 
interdependence among functions. 3.450 3.880 3.925 3.823 3.974 4.026 .27
Coordination fo r  external and in terna l 
organizational purposes. 3.316 3.875 4.115 3.717 4.158 4.077 .03
Outline o f educational objectives and 
actions to be accomplished w ith people 
to enable them to reach th e ir  program 
objectives. 3.474 4.102 4.178 4.226 4.205 4.179 .10
Plan o f work contains s tra teg ies  fo r  
in d iv id u a l, group and community 
change. 3.600 4.080 4.179 4.000 4.128 4.128 18 ° • l u  CJ
TABLE 37 (c o n tin u e d )
Concept Category
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
1-10 11-15 16-20 21-30 
(Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
Composite 21.100 24.340 24.357 23.704 25.000 24.769 .06
Program Action
Teaching plans o u tlin e  the spec ific  
educational objectives and the 
expected resu lts . 3.950 3.880 3.893 3.868 4.051 4.051 .88
Volunteers contribute time and/or 
m aterial resources without cohesion 
and without peraonal m ateria l gain. 3.950 3.888 3.667 3.796 4.029 4.237 .30
Teaching must be learner (in d iv id u a l,  
group, community) centered 4.150 4.400 4.286 4.045 4.436 4.421 .11
Information d is trib u tio n  is  Extension 
Agent's primary goal. 4.050 4.041 3.926 3.865 4.000 4.026 .96
Psychological map o f expectations of 
roles in Extension (professional or 
vo lunteer). 3.400 3.465 3.692 3.200 3.297 3.237 .64
Dynamics o f volunteerism. 3.611 3.387 4.148 3.943 3.974 4.128 .10
Composite 21.900 22.400 23.071 22.204 22.897 23.692 .92
CT>
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TABLE 37 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
Concept Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15 
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
F. Program Evaluation
Evaluation as a generic phenomenon may 
include several approaches. 3.278 4.021 4.074 3.981 4.026 4.079 .22
Evaluations deal w ith how the program 
followed the o rig in a l plan. 3.526 3.630 3.808 3.547 3.722 3.474 .29
Technological e ffic ie n c y  and computer 
data are means fo r  helping humans to  
make eva luative judgement. 3.158 3.551 3.556 3.667 3.795 3.513 .50
Program evaluation as a management to o l. 3.750 4.180 4.429 4.315 4.308 4.436 .12
Assessment o f the degree to  which objec­
tives  are achieved versus to ta l success. 3.684 4.080 3.885 3.981 4.026 3.949 .14
Strategy assessment determines the 
effectiveness o f sp ec ific  inputs fo r  
achieving change. 3.350 3.812 3.926 3.868 3.789 3.676 .27
Composite 19.900 22.520 22.714 23.222 23.179 22.744 .23
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groups are also ind icated . I t  was observed th a t there were seven 
concepts th a t had p ro b a b ility  leve ls  o f .10 or lower ind icating  
s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t d iffe ren ce  between the means.
Perception o f the importance o f the concept "program development a 
process to  create conditions where needs and d ifferences are brought 
out, managed, and re s u lt in  planned action" was s ta t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n t a t the .04 le v e l. The Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen 
with th irty -o n e  to f i f t y  ind iv idu als  form ally  involved considered th is  
concept o f higher importance w hile those in  the one to  ten group 
considered the concept o f le a s t importance. Perception o f the 
importance o f the cpncept "people involvement group made up of 
representatives from the various po ten tia l audiences" was s ta t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n t a t  the .04 le v e l. The Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen 
in  the f if ty -o n e  or more group considered th is  concept of higher 
importance w hile those in  the one to  ten group considered the concept 
of le a s t importance. Perception o f the importance o f the concept 
"concepts and p rin c ip les  necessary as the foundation o f subject m atter 
content in  the Extension educational program" was s ta t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n t a t the .06 le v e l. The Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen 
in  the f if ty -o n e  or more group considered th is  concept o f higher 
importance w hile those in the one to  ten group considered the concept 
of le a s t importance. Perception o f the importance o f the concept 
" tra in in g  fo r  audience representatives in  Extension program development" 
was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t  the .04 le v e l. The Extension Agents 
and Unit Chairmen w ith sixteen to  twenty ind iv iduals  form ally  involved  
considered th is  concept of higher importance while those in  the one to
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ten group considered the concept o f le a s t importance. Perception of 
the importance o f the concept "coordination fo r  external and in te rn a l 
organ izational purposes" was s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t  the .03 le v e l.  
The Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen w ith th ir ty -o n e  to  f i f t y  
in d iv id u a ls  fo rm a lly  involved considered th is  concept o f higher . 
importance w hile those in the one to  ten group considered the concept 
o f le a s t importance. Perception o f the importance o f the concept 
"o u tlin e  o f educational ob jectives and actions to be accomplished with  
people to  enable them to  reach th e ir  program objectives" were 
s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .10 le v e l. The Extension Agents and 
U nit Chairmen w ith twenty-one to  t h ir t y ’ ind iv idu a ls  fo rm a lly  involved  
considered th is  concept o f higher importance w hile those in the one to  
ten group considered the concept o f le a s t importance. Perception of 
the importance o f the concept "dynamics o f volunteerism" was 
s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .10 le v e l. The Extension Agents and 
U nit Chairmen w ith sixteen to  twenty ind iv idu als  fo rm a lly  involved  
considered th is  concept o f higher importance w hile those in  the eleven 
to  f if te e n  group considered th is  concept o f le a s t importance.
Based on th is  analysis the null hypothesis o f no d ifference  
between the Extension Agents' and U nit Chairmen's perceptions of the 
importance o f the concept to Extension Agents in Extension program 
development and the number o f people form ally  involved in  Extension 
program development was re jected  fo r  the seven concepts which were 
shown to be s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t in  Table 37.
Table 38 shows the composite mean scores associated w ith the 
competences in  the s ix  Extension program development categories by
TABLE 38
Perceived Importance o f Extension Program Development Concept Categories Based on 
W ithin Competences to  Extension Agents by Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
N=230
Concept Category
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
1-10 11-15 16-20 21-30 31-50 
(Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework 56.150 59.420 59.429 59.426 61.949 61.436 .09
B. O rganizational Base 51.550 57.120 57.250 57.111 59.205 58.667 .09
C. Program Determination 51.050 55.100 55.893 54.351 57.410 57.308 .26
D. Program Strategy 55.450 59.800 59.857 60.167 61.641 61.333 .17
E. Program Action 55.350 58.640 58.500 58.407 61.179 59.667 .12
F. Program Evaluation 53.050 56.560 56.036 56.574 58.692 58.231 .49
Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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those Extension Agents' and Unit Chairmen's ind icated number o f local 
non-Extension in d iv id u a ls  form ally  involved in  developing the local 
u n it 's  Extension program. P ro b a b ility  leve ls  y ie lded  by the analysis  
o f variance procedure fo r  tes tin g  d ifferences between the s ix  groups 
are also ind icated.
I t  was observed th a t those respondents with th irty -o n e  to f i f t y  
ind iv iduals  form ally  involved considered each category to  be o f higher 
importance than did the other f iv e  groups, in d ica tin g  th a t group size  
may contribute to the perceived importance o f the competences to  
Extension Agents in  Extension program development a t  the local u n it  
le v e l. The respondents w ith one to  ten ind iv idu als  form ally  involved  
considered each category o f less importance o f the s ix  groupings by 
number o f non-Extension ind iv idu als  fo rm ally  involved. Of the 
categories, In s t itu t io n a l Framework had a p ro b a b ility  o f .09 and 
Organizational Base had a p ro b a b ility  o f .09 in d ica tin g  s ta t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n t d iffe rences . The d ifferences tended to be among the means 
o f the one to ten group and the th irty -o n e  to f i f t y  group. Two of 
the other p ro b a b ilit ie s  neared the c u t-o ff  p ro b a b ility  level o f .10 
established fo r  th is  study. Based on th is  analysis the nu ll hypothesis 
of no d iffe rence  between the Extension Agents' and Unit Chairmen's 
perceptions of the importance o f the competences to  Extension Agents in 
Extension program development and the number o f non-Extension people 
form ally  involved in  Extension program development was re jected  fo r  the 
concept categories In s t itu t io n a l Framework and O rganizational Base.
A break down o f the s ix  Extension program development 
categories in to  the s p e c ific  competences grouped under them is  given in
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Table 39, indicated w ith in  each category are the mean scores o f the 
perceived importance accorded each o f the competences by the Extension 
Agents and Unit Chairmen re la t iv e  to  the indicated number o f local 
non-Extension in d iv id u a ls  form ally  involved in developing the local 
u n it 's  Extension program. P ro b a b ility  leve ls  y ie lded  by the analysis  
of variance procedure fo r  tes tin g  d ifferences between the s ix  groups 
are also ind icated.
I t  was observed th a t there were tw en ty -five  competences th a t  
had p ro b a b ility  leve ls  o f .10 or lower in d ica tin g  s ta t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n c t d iffe rence  between the means. Ten o f these tw en ty -five  
competences are summarized in  the follow ing statements. Perception 
of the importance of the competence " a b i l i t y  to  grasp the s ign ificance  
of organizational goals and objectives" was s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t  
a t the .01 le v e l. The Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen with f i f t y -  
one or more ind iv idu a ls  fo rm ally  involved considered th is  competence of 
higher importance w hile those in  the one to ten group considered the 
competence o f le a s t importance. Perception o f the importance o f the 
competence "able to define the audiences which Extension proposes to 
reach" was s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .03 le v e l. The Extension 
Agents and Unit Chairmen w ith th irty -o n e  to f i f t y  group considered th is  
competence o f higher importance w hile those in  the sixteen to twenty 
group considered the competence o f leas t importance. Perception of 
the importance o f the competence "recognizes the need fo r  democratic 
process in  Extension program development" was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t  
a t the .02 le v e l. The Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen with eleven to  
f i f te e n  group considered th is  competence o f higher importance while
TABLE 39
A Comparison o f Competences, By Their Perceived Importance to Extension 
Agents in Extension Program Development, By Respondents According to  the Number of 
Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved in  Developing the Local U n it's  Extension Program.
N=230
Number of Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework
S k il lfu l  in  the assessment o f the 
b e lie fs  and value systems represented 
in the respective county or c ity . 4.600 4.400 4.214 4.283 4.590 4.487 .30
S k il lfu l  in  the synthesis o f communi­
cation w ith groups and organizations. 4.150 4.420 4.321 4.407 4.538 4.538 .61
A b il ity  to  grasp the s ignificance  
of organizational goals and objectives. 3.750 4.320 4.107 4.204 4.513 4.590 .01
Comprehends the operational 
procedures o f the V irg in ia  Cooperative 
Extension Service. 3.850 4.200 4.250 4.264 4.461 4.385 .83
A b il ity  to  judge the impact of 
interpersonal behavior upon the 
organizational goals and objectives. 3.750 3.854 3.963 4.000 4.132 4.103 .71
TABLE 39 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
A b il ity  to  evaluate the relevancy of 
data ( i . e . ,  s o c ia l, economic, c u ltu ra l,  
in s titu tio n a l and p o l i t ic a l )  to the 
local s itu a tio n . 4.000 4.220 4.286 4.204 4.410 4.410 .66
S k il lfu l  in  the app lication  o f in te r ­
personal re lationsh ips fo r  e ffe c tiv e  
organizational performance. 3.850 4.020 4.286 4.296 4.282 4.395 .06
S k il lfu l  in  the analysis o f issues and 
concerns to a community. 4.400 4.400 4.286 4.407 4.641 4.615 .10
A b il ity  to in tegra te  organizational 
resources in to  a plan fo r  solving  
problems. 4.250 4.320 4.429 4.481 4.590 4.641 .23
S k il lfu l  in the assumption o f a 
leadership ro le . 4.150 4.360 4.179 4.415 4.385 4.333 .81
Able to accurately judge the 
•adequacy with which conclusions are 
supported by data. 3.611 4.080 4.179 3.889 4.128 4.077 .25
Able to define the audiences which 
Extension proposes to  reach. 4.350 4.540 4.214 4.444 4.692 4.385 .03
TABLE 39 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
A b il ity  to increase awareness o f group 
processes and the consequences on group 
performance. 3.700 4.040 4.143 3.926 4.308 4.128 .09
Able to  manage programs according to 
re levant objectives ra th er than 
"past practices". 4.100 4.400 4.571 4.444 4.384 4.461 .45
Composite 56.150 59.420 59.429 59.426 61.949 61.436 .09
B. Organizational Base
S k il lfu l  in  the locating  o f information  
th a t provides ins igh t in to  the overa ll 
u n it s itu a tio n . 3.950 4.340 4.143 4.333 4.359 4.436 .85
S k il lfu l  in the id e n tif ic a t io n  of 
p otentia l audiences. 4.050 4.380 4.286 4.370 4.487 4.359 .78
Knowledgeable o f the contemporary society  
situations th a t impact and shape the 
respective program emphasis areas. 3.850 3.900 4.286 4.148 4.359 4.103 .08
S k il lfu l  in the in tegra tion  of 
knowledge from d iffe re n t areas in to  a 
plan fo r  problem-solving. 3.650 4.120 4.214 4.241 4.436 4.359 .05 _
TABLE 39 (c o n tin u e d )
Number of Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51>
(Mean) P
Able to analyze the needs and in te re s t  
of not only in d iv id u a ls , but groups 
and committees. 4.000 4.240 4.500 4.518 4.580 4.513 .04
Knowledgeable o f resources which are 
non-local and external to  the 
Extension service. 3.500 4.140 3.929 4.018 3.949 4.128 .21
Comprehends the po ten tia l audience's 
s itu a tio n . 4.050 4.220 4.500 4.278 4.638 4.461 .24
Recognizes the need fo r  democratic 
process in  Extension program 
development. 3.700 4.340 4.143 3.906 4.154 4.231 .02
Understands and accepts the strengths 
and lim ita tio n s  o f problem-solving 
through group in te ra c tio n . 3.400 4.200 4.143 4.167 4.105 4.205 .01
Requires a lo t  o f input from others 
before can recognize problems or needs 
of the people. 3.894 3.689 3.565 3.520 3.631 3.528 .40
Comprehends one's re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  
which a ffe c t the functioning o f the 
group. 3.600 4.000 4.250 4.018 4.461 4.205 .05 _
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TABLE 39 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
A b il ity  to  analyze s itu a tio n a l in fo r ­
mation and display the inform ation  
appropriate ly . 3.750 4.080 4.185 4.092 4.256 4.231 .52
E ffec tive  in helping others in 
determining the re la t iv e  importance 
of p r io r it ie s . 3.800 4.208 4.071 4.203 4.512 4.282 .19
A b il ity  to  estab lish  a plan fo r  ro ta tio n  
and f i l l i n g  o f vacancies in  program 
development groups. 3.500 3.877 3.963 3.769 3.846 3.897 .74
Composite 51.550 57.120 57.250 57.111 59.205 58.667 .09
C. Program Determination -
Understands th a t social systems are not 
the same as cu ltu ra l systems. 3.167 3.362 3.880 3.235 3.886 3.632 .03
S k il lfu l  in  the id e n tif ic a t io n  of 
the components of the social system. 3.263 3.500 3.692 3.189 3.714 3.500 .10
Knowledgeable o f the leadership  
structure w ith in  the targeted  
audience. 4.100 4.180 4.071 4.226 4.333 4.474 .13
TABLE 39 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
Ins igh t in to  the various leadership  
functions carried  out by c lie n te le  
representatives. 3.700 3.857 3.893 3.815 4.154 4.026 .51
Values power as pos itive  force in the 
shaping o f the local Extension 
Program. 3.166 3.400 3.500 3.420 3.579 3.568 .93
Recognizes th a t re levant educational 
objectives are derived from the needs 
and problems id e n tif ie d  through a 
planning process. 3.850 4.440 4.071 4.241 4.385 4.410 .36
U tiliz e s  the concepts and practices  
from re levant d isc ip lin es  th a t are 
applicable to the problem or needs. 3.700 3.898 3.893 4.075 4.132 4.000 .77
Analyze the s itu a tio n , needs, and 
in te re s t o f the people. 4.250 4.400 4.571 4.630 4.615 4.718 .05
C o llec t, analyze and in te rp re t data 
as to i ts  usefulness. 3.950 4.240 4.286 3.815 4.342 4.308 .09
S k il l fu l  in  the in te rp re ta tio n  of 
appropriate research resu lts . 3.700 3.980 4.000 3.630 3.974 4.385 .06
TABLE 39 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51>
(Mean) P
S k il l fu l  in  the in te ra c tio n  with various 
cu ltu ra l and social groups represented 
in  the local (county or c ity )  u n it. 3.750 4.220 4.179 4.185 4.474 4.385 .06
Able to formulate a new scheme fo r  
attempting to solve problems. 3.895 4.143 4.107 4.074 4.308 4.154 .88
S k il lfu l  in  creating  an environment fo r  
e ffe c tiv e  people involvement in program 
planning. 3.750 4.180 4.429 4.389 4.538 4.435 .03
A b il ity  to  estab lish  c le a r ly  defined  
c r i te r ia . 3.800 4.020 4.393 4.074 4.179 4.154 .92
Composite 51.050 55.100 55.893 54.351 57.410 57.308 .26
D. Program Strategy
A working understanding o f the precise  
nature o f the c lie n te le  who are 
concerned with a problem. 3.800 4.347 4.286 4.130 4.359 4.282 .30
S k il l fu l  in  establishment o f the 
appropriate teaching-learning process. 4.100 4.300 4.286 4.315 4.308 4.462 .78
Able to apply appropriate resources in 
the design o f the learning experiences. 4.000 4.312 4.206 4.389 4.282 4.359 ,71 5
TABLE 39 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
1-10 1 1-15 16-20 21-30 31-50 51>
Competence by Category__________________________ (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) P
A b il ity  to  use judgement in accurately
evaluating the s itu a tio n . 4.200 4.520 4.464 4.481 4.564 4.513 .88
Recognizes the value o f various team 
e ffo rts  to the development o f the local
u n it 's  Extension program. 3.900 4.440 4.321 4.389 4.436 4.564 .04
S k il l fu l  in the use o f volunteer 
leadership in  the development o f the
local u n it 's  program. 3.850 4.260 4.500 4.370 4.564 4.538 .08
Able to conceptualize the behavioral 
changes needed to  achieve stated
program ob jectives. 3.350 3.880 4.074 3.944 4.282 4.000 .03
Demonstrates a commitment to the 
development o f an appropriate plan o f
work as a function o f the u n it s ta f f .  3.700 4.220 4.143 4.245 4.333 4.359 .06
A b il ity  to  estimate the fu tu re  
consequences (planned and unplanned)
o f the program ob jectives. 3.700 3.980 4.036 3.981 4.026 4.000 .70
Demonstrates working a b i l i t ie s  in
public group decision-making. 3.650 4.120 4.107 3.963 4.308 4.263 .12
00
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TABLE 39 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51>
(Mean) P
S k il lfu l  in  estab lish ing  rapport w ith  
potentia l audiences. 4.500 4.560 4.357 5.357 4.718 4.718 .46
Recognizes th a t public re la tio n s  begins 
with one's s e lf . 4.400 4.600 4.571 4.685 4.658 4.615 .68
A b il ity  to  appropriate ly  resolve  
c o n flic ts  when arises in  people 
involvement groups. 4.250 4.380 4.321 4.426 4.410 4.436 .94
S k il lfu l  in  the form ulation of 
stra teg ies  fo r  in d iv id u a l, group and 
community problem-solving. 4.050 4.140 4.250 4.389 4.513 4.333 .31
Composite 55.450 59.800 59.857 60.167 61.641 61.333 .17
E. Program Action
S k il lfu l  in  the in it ia t io n  o f action  
to  achieve sp ec ific  program 
objectives. 4.158 4.220 4.321 4.092 4.359 4.410 .14
Comprehends the importance o f 
volunteers in  Extension program 
development. 3.950 4.360 4.357 4.426 4.538 4.487 .21
TABLE 3 9 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
5 l>
(Mean) P
A b il ity  to  grasp the significances and 
discrepancies between the o rg an iza tio n a lly  
re levant expectations o f the ind iv idual 
and his or her experiences as he (she) 
sees them. 3.526 3.959 4.000 3.830 4.000 3.737 .63
A b il ity  to  recognize the contributions  
of o thers. 4.300 4.520 4.571 4.593 4.769 4.667 .12
Recognizes diplomacy as an e ffe c tiv e  
approach to people involvement. 4.200 4.520 4.481 4.574 4.744 4.590 .21
Accepts one's leadership ro le  as c r i t ic a l  
to  the implementation o f the local u n it 's  
Extension Program. 4.000 4.320 4.250 4.278 4.461 4.410 .63
S k il l fu l  in  assessing community 
resources fo r  programs d e live ry  ( i . e . ,  
f a c i l i t i e s ,  produce, c it iz e n  support fo r  
the learner group). 4.100 4.280 4.286 4.296 4.564 4.308 .33
Recognizes th a t low tru s t  induces 
defensive behavior. 3.900 4.224 4.192 4.000 4.556 4.179 .02
Comprehends the relevance o f the charac­
te r  o f the problem s itu a tio n  involving the 
sender and rece iver o f communications. 3.450 4.000 3.929 3.635 4.000 3.838 .11 R
TABLE 39 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51>
(Mean) P
S k il lfu l  in  the id e n t if ic a t io n , re c ru it ­
ment, and tra in in g  o f volunteers. 4.200 4.140 4.464 4.241 4.560 4.641 .02
S k il lfu l  in  dealing w ith c lie n te le  
in  a pos itive  way. 4.350 4.500 4.607 4.630 4.795 4.820 .06
Recognizes behavioral v a r ia b i l i t y  a t 
various leve ls  ( i . e . ,  the group, the 
organ ization ). 3.650 4.060 4.000 4.075 4.263 4.026 .29
Recognizes m otivation as being external 
to  the in d iv id u a l. 3.526 3.761 3.958 3.608 4.029 3.629 .16
Enthusiasm fo r  Extension responsi­
b i l i t i e s ,  and re la te d  work. 4.600 4.400 4.536 4.698 4.590 4.692 .36
Composite 55.350 58.640 58.500 58.407 61.179 59.667 .12
F. Program Evaluation
S k il lfu l  in  making carefu l comparison of 
observed data w ith established c r i te r ia . 3.700 3.775 3.923 3.924 4.026 3.949 .75
Recognizes the types o f people who 
need eva luative inform ation about 
programs. 3.750 3.880 4.037 3.852 4.079 4.154 .29
TABLE 39 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51>
(Mean) P
S k il lfu l  in  d istingu ish ing between facts  
and assumptions. 4.150 4.280 4.250 4.148 4.570 4.285 .20
S k il lfu l  in  dealing w ith value 
questions. 3.650 4.167 4.037 3.815 4.184 4.077 .24
Recognizes the lim ita tio n s  of 
technological progress and managerial 
science on learner a ttitu d e s . 3.450 3.780 3.926 3.679 3.949 3.590 .35
Knowledgeable in  the lim ita tio n s  used 
in  data gathering. 3.600 3.860 3.821 3.537 3.820 3.769 .64
S k il l fu l  in  the methods and techniques 
o f evaluation applicable to  the local 
u n it 's  s itu a tio n . 3.850 4.180 4.250 4.148 4.231 4.205 .45
W illingness to  determine the e ffe c ts  o f 
the actions taken. 3.895 3.980 3.786 4.148 4.282 4.205 .44
Knowledgeable in  the processes of 
assessing new s itu a tio n s . 4.050 4.240 3.964 4.241 4.205 4.282 .94
Understands the established c r i te r ia  
from which to do a program evaluation  
in  local u n it 's  s itu a tio n a l statement. 3.600 3.860 4.071 4.056 3.897 4.103 .21
TABLE 3 9 (c o n tin u e d )
Number of Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
Competence Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
A b il ity  to  analyze the program 
objectives and p ro jec t possible resu lts . 3.700 4.143 4.000 4.111 4.205 4.282 .48
Recognizes weaknesses o f previous year's  
plan o f work and takes correc tive  
action. 4.200 4.420 4.393 4.500 4.641 4.590 .53
Seeks po licy  changes when evident th a t  
the po licy  impedes program development. 3.850 4.160 4.179 4.185 4.410 4.256 .30
A b il ity  to  appraise the success or 
fa ilu re s  o f a program based on d e f in ite  
c r i te r ia  expected and agreed upon. 3.800 4.160 4.107 4.370 3.513 4.385 .15
Composite 53.050 56.560 56.036 56.574 58.692 58.231 .49
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those in  the one to ten group considered the competence o f le a s t  
importance. Perception o f the importance o f the competence "under­
stands and accepts the strengths and lim ita tio n s  o f problem-solving  
through group in te ra c tio n "  was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t  the .01 
le v e l. The Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen with f if ty -o n e  or more 
group considered th is  competence o f higher importance w hile those in  
the one to  ten group considered the competence o f le a s t importance. 
Perception o f the importance o f the competence "understands th a t social 
systems are not the same as c u ltu ra l systems" was s t a t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n t a t  the .03 le v e l. The Extension Agents and U nit Chairmen 
with th ir ty -o n e  to f i f t y  considered th is  competence o f higher 
importance w hile those in  the one to  ten group considered the 
competence o f le a s t importance. Perception o f the importance o f the 
competence " s k i l l f u l  in  creating  an environment fo r  e f fe c tiv e  people 
involvement in  program planning" was s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the 
.03 le v e l. The Extension Agents and U nit Chairmen w ith th ir ty -o n e  
to f i f t y  group considered th is  competence o f higher importance while  
those in the one to  ten group considered the competence o f le a s t  
importance. Perception o f the importance o f the competence "recognizes 
the value o f various team e ffo r ts  to the development o f the local 
u n it 's  Extension program" was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .04 
le v e l. The Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen w ith f if ty -o n e  or more 
group considered th is  competence o f higher importance w hile those in  
the one to  ten group considered the competence o f le a s t importance. 
Perception o f the importance o f the competence "able to  conceptualize  
the behavioral changes needed to  achieve stated program objectives"
was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t  the .03 le v e l. The Extension Agents 
and Unit Chairmen w ith the th irty -o n e  to f i f t y  group considered th is  
competence o f higher importance w hile those in  the one to ten group 
considered the competence o f le a s t importance. Perception of the 
importance o f the competence "recognizes th a t low tru s t  induces 
defensive behavior" was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t  the .02 le v e l.
The Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen w ith the th irty -o n e  to  f i f t y  
group considered th is  competence o f higher importance w hile those in  
the one to ten group considered the competence o f le a s t importance.
Perception of the importance o f the competence " s k i l l fu l  in  the
id e n t if ic a t io n , recru itm ent, and tra in in g  o f volunteers" was 
s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .02 le v e l. The Extension Agents and 
U nit Chairmen w ith the f if ty -o n e  or more group considered th is
competence o f higher importance while those in  the ten to  f if te e n
group considered the competence of le a s t importance.
Based on th is  analysis the null hypothesis o f no d iffe rence  
between the Extension Agents' and Unit Chairmen's perceptions o f the 
importance of the competence to Extension Agents in  Extension program 
development and the number of people form ally  involved in  Extension 
program development was re jected  fo r  the tw en ty -five  competences which 
were shown to  be s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t in  Table 39.
CHAPTER 6
PERCEIVED DEGREE OF UNDERSTANDING NEEDED
The degree o f understanding o f the concepts and competences to  
be needed by local (non-Extension) ind iv idu a ls  form ally  involved in  
developing the local u n it 's  Extension program w il l  be considered from 
the overa ll basis to the s p e c if ic . Further references to these 
perceptions w il l  be paraphrased as, to  the degree of understanding 
needed, which w il l  have references to  the previous sentence unless 
otherwise stated .
The analysis processes were s im ila r  to  those used in Chapter 5.
The format used fo r  the tab les in  th is  chapter are s im ila r . For these
»
reasons th is  w r ite r  cautions the reader th a t th is  chapter deals w ith  
what Extension Agents, U n it Chairmen and D is t r ic t  S ta ff  perceived to be 
the degree o f understanding o f the concepts and competences needed by 
those local (non-Extension) in d iv id u a ls  form ally  involved in developing 
the local u n it 's  Extension program.
The categories used in  the tab les re fe r  to the s ix  basic 
concept categories used in  the questionnaire and the Extension Program 
Development model on which th is  study was based.
Concepts
Table 40 is  the rank order o f the selected concepts by 
perceived degree o f understanding o f the concepts needed by local 
ind iv idu als  fo rm ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension
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TABLE 40
Consensus Ranking o f A ll Concepts By Degree o f Understanding Needed 
By Local Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved in Developing the Local U n it's  Extension Program
N=295
Concept
Mean
Weighted
Score Rank Category
Scope and re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  o f the V irg in ia  Cooperative 
Extension Service. 3.938 1 In s titu tio n a l Framework
People involvement group made up o f representatives  
from the various potentia l audiences. 3.895 2 Program Determination
Potentia l audiences o f Extension educational programs. 3.876 3 Organizational Base
Volunteers contribute time and/or m ateria l resources 
without cohesion and without personal m aterial gain. 3.778 4 Program Action
Inform ation d is tr ib u tio n  is  Extension Agent's 
primary goa l. 3.760 5 Program Action
Philosophy o f the Cooperative Extension Service. 3.744 6 In s titu tio n a l Framework
Social s e n s it iv ity  or empathy in terms o f cu ltu ra l 
and socio-economic needs and in te re s t. 3.671 7 Program Determination
Teaching must be learner ( in d iv id u a l, group, 
community) centered. 3.652 8 Program Action
Programs seek to re la te  individual needs 
and organizational goals. 3.649 9 Organizational Base ;
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TABLE 40 (conti nued)
Concept
Mean
Weighted
Score Rank Category
Audience represen ta tive 's  p a rtic ip a tio n  in  the program 
determination process (includes counseling, 
le g itim a tio n , and decision-making and problem -solving). 3.606 10 Program Determination
General s itu a tio n a l and organizational aspects th a t 
re la te  to the local u n it 's  Extension Program Development. 3.593 11 Organizational Base
Plan o f action encompasses the four program emphasis 
areas o f A g ricu ltu re , Community Resource Development, 
Family Resources, 4-H/Youth. 3.579 12 Program Strategy
Cooperative Extension Service as a national 
educational system. 3.557 13 In s t itu t io n a l Framework
Program Development as a process to create conditions  
where needs and differences are brought ou t, managed, 
and re s u lt in  planned action . 3.554 14 Organizational Base
Program evaluation as a management to o l. 3.525 15 Program Evaluation
The mission statement o f the V irg in ia  Cooperative 
Extension Service. 3.505 16 In s titu tio n a l Framework
O utline o f educational objectives and actions to 
be accomplished with people to enable them to reach 
th e ir  program o b jec tive . 3.464 17 Program Strategy
Dynamics o f volunteerism . 3.447 18 Program Action
TABLE 40 (c o n tin u e d )
Mean
Weighted
Concept Score Rank Category
Plan o f work as an o u tlin e  o f planned stra teg ies  fo r  
one year or less . 3.447 19 Program Strategy
A complete analysis o f county (or c ity )  th a t lim its  
and shapes the local u n it 's  Extension Program. 3.441 20 Organizational Base
Assessment of the degree to which objectives are 
achieved versus " to ta l success". 3.438 21 Program Evaluation
Interdependence o f organizations (public and p r iv a te ). 3.429 22 In s t itu t io n a l Framework
Plan o f work contains strateg ies fo r  in d iv id u a l, 
group and community change. 3.373 23 Program Strategy
Evaluation as a generic phenomenon may include  
several approaches. 3.337 24 Program Evaluation
Systematic decision making about program goals 
and ob jectives. 3.287 25 Program Determination
Training fo r audience representatives in  Extension 
Program Development. 3.280 26 Program Determination
Plan o f work allows fo r  the sequencing (including  
tim ing) con tinu ity  and interdependence among 
functions. 3.274 27 Program Strategy
The environment o f the organization (in te rn a l and e x te rn a l). 3.254 28 In s t itu t io n a l Framework
TABLE 40 (c o n tin u e d )
Mean
Weighted
Concept Score Rank Category
Conceptualization o f problem-solving in  Extension 
program development. 3.239 29 Organizational Base
Concepts and princ ip les  necessary as the foundation 
o f subject m atter content in  the Extension educational 
program. 3.202 30 Program Determination
Evaluations deal w ith how the program followed the 
o rig in a l plan. 3.174 31 Program Evaluation
Strategy assessment determines the effectiveness o f 
sp ec ific  inputs fo r achieving change. 3.152 32 Program Evaluation
Teaching plans o u tlin e  the spec ific  educational 
objectives and the expected re s u lts . 3.140 33 Program Action
Coordination fo r  external and in te rn a l organizational 
purposes. 3.100 34 Program Strategy
Psychological map o f expectations o f ro les 1n Extension 
(professional or vo lu n teer). 3.063 35 Program Action
Technological e ffic ie n c y  and computer data are means o f  
helping humans to make evaluative judgement. 3.029 36 Program Evaluation
Respondents: V ir g in ia  C o o p erative  Extension  S e rv ic e , 1980.
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Program. The Extension Agents, U n it Chairmen, and D is t r ic t  S ta f f  as 
a consensus perceived degree o f understanding needed as being less 
(3 .938) than the high degree (4 .0 0 0 ).
In  the twelve top ranked concepts the concept categories w ith  
three concepts were O rganizational Base, Program Development, and 
Program Action. In s t itu t io n a l Framework as a concept category had two, 
w hile Program Strategy had one.
The concept category, Program Evaluation was void in  the top 
tw elve. However, four o f the concepts re la te d  to  th is  category were in 
the lower one-th ird  o f the 36 concepts as ranked by the respondents fo r  
perceived degree o f understanding of the concepts needed by local 
ind iv idu als  fo rm ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension 
program.
Competences
Table 41 is  a rank order o f the selected competences as to the 
degree o f understanding o f the concepts and competences needed by local 
ind iv idu a ls  fo rm ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension 
program. The Extension Agents, U n it Chairmen and D is t r ic t  S ta f f  as a 
consensus perceived the degree o f understanding needed as being less 
(4 .112) than the very high degree (5 .0 0 ) .
E igh ty-four competences were ranked by th e ir  mean score. In  
the top tw enty-eight the category having the highest number of 
competences ranked w ith in  the top tw enty-eight was Program Action w ith  
e ig h t competences. The categories o f Program Strategy and 
O rganizational Base had six  and f iv e  resp e c tive ly . The remaining 
categories were In s t itu t io n a l Framework w ith four competences, Program
TABLE 41
Consensus Ranking o f A ll Competences By Degree o f Understanding Needed 
By Local Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved in  Developing the Local U n it's  Extension Program
N=295
Competences
Mean
Weighted
Score Rank Category
A b il ity  to recognize the contributions o f others. 4.112 1 Program Action
Enthusiasm fo r Extension re s p o n s ib ilit ie s , and 
re la ted  work. 4.051 2 Program Action
Analyze the s itu a tio n , needs, and in te re s t o f the 
people. 4.007 3 Program Determination
S k il lfu l  in  the analysis o f issues and concerns to a 
community. 3.990 4 In s t itu t io n a l Framework
Recognizes diplomacy as an e ffe c tiv e  approach to 
people involvement. 3.986 5 Program Action
Comprehends the importance o f volunteers in Extension 
program development. 3.969 6 Program Action
Accepts one's leadership ro le  as c r i t ic a l  to the 
implementation o f the local u n it 's  Extension Program. 3.952 7 Program Action
S k il l fu l  in  dealing with c lie n te le  in a p os itive  way. 3.947 8 Program Action
Recognizes th a t public re la tio n s  begins with one's s e lf . 3.921 9 Program Strategy
TABLE 41 (c o n tin u e d )
Competences
Mean
Weighted
Score Rank Category
S k il l fu l  in  the assessment o f the b e lie fs  and value  
systems represented in  the respective county or c i ty . 3.895 10 In s titu tio n a l Framework
Recognizes the need fo r  democratic process in  Extension 
program development. 3.874 11 Organizational Base
Recognizes th a t low tru s t induces defensive behavior. 3.843 12 Program Action
Able to define the audiences which Extension 
proposes to reach. 3.827 13 In s t itu t io n a l Framework
S k il l fu l  in  the assumption o f a leadership ro le . 3.821 14 In s titu tio n a l Framework
Recognizes the value o f various team e ffo rts  to the 
development o f the local u n it 's  Extension program. 3.780 15 Program Strategy
Recognizes th a t re levant educational objectives are 
derived from the needs and problems id e n tif ie d  through 
a planning process. 3.767 16 Program Determination
A b il ity  to use judgement in accurately evaluating  
the s itu a tio n . 3.759 17 Program Strategy
.S k i l l fu l  in establishing rapport w ith potential 
audiences. 3.752 18 Program Strategy
A b il ity  to appropriate ly  resolve c o n flic ts  when 
arises in people involvement groups. 3.728 19 Program Strategy ;
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TABLE 41 (c o n tin u e d )
Mean
Competences
Weighted
Score Rank Category
S k il lfu l  in  assessing community resources fo r program 
d e live ry  ( i . e . ,  f a c i l i t i e s ,  produce, c it iz e n  support 
fo r  the learner group). 3.687 20 Program Action
A b il ity  to appraise the success or fa ilu re s  o f a program 
based on d e f in ite  c r i te r ia  expected and agreed upon. 3.651 21 Program Evaluation
Comprehends the potentia l audience's s itu a tio n . 3.658 22 Organizational Base
S k il l fu l  in  the id e n tif ic a t io n  o f potentia l audiences. 3.653 23 Organizational Base
Comprehends one's re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  which a ffe c t the 
functioning o f the group. 3.651 24 Organizational Base
S k il l fu l  in  the use o f volunteer leadership in  the 
development o f the local u n it 's  program. 3.650 25 Program Strategy
Understands and accepts the strengths and
lim ita tio n s  o f problem-solving through group in te ra c tio n . 3.643 26 Organizational Base
S k il l fu l  in  d istingu ish ing between facts  and assumptions. 3.643 27 Program Evaluation
Knowledgeable o f the leadership structure w ith in  the 
targeted audiences. 3.633 28 Program Determination
A b il ity  to grasp the s ignificance of organizational 
goals and ob jectives. 3.632 29 In s titu tio n a l Framework
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TABLE 41 (c o n tin u e d )
Competences
Mean
Weighted
Score Rank Category
Seeks policy changes when evident th a t the policy  
impedes program development. 3.618 30 Program Evaluation
Able to analyze the needs and in te re s t o f not only 
in d iv id u a ls , but groups and committees. 3.610 31 Organizational Base
S k il l fu l  in  the synthesis o f communication with  
groups and organizations. 3.605 32 In s t itu t io n a l Framework
Recognizes weaknesses o f previous year's  plan o f work 
and takes correc tive  action . 3.600 33 Program Evaluation
Able to manage programs according to re levant 
objectives rather than "past practices". 3.586 34 In s titu tio n a l Framework
S k il l fu l  in  the in te ra c tio n  w ith various cu ltu ra l 
and social groups represented in  the local (county 
or c ity )  u n it. 3.583 35 Program Determination
A b il ity  to in teg ra te  organizational resources in to  a 
plan fo r solving problems. 3.575 36 In s titu tio n a l Framework
Knowledgeable in the processes o f assessing new 
situ a tio n s . 3.550 37 Program Evaluation
A working understanding o f the precise nature of 
the c lie n te le  who are concerned with a problem. 3.543 38 Program Strategy
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TABLE 41 (c o n tin u e d )
Competences
Mean
Weighted
Score Rank Category
Demonstrates working a b i l i t ie s  in  public group decision­
making. 3 . 5 3 8 39 Program Strategy
W illingness to determine the e ffe c ts  o f the actions 
taken. 3 . 5 3 4 4 0 Program Evaluation
S k il l fu l  in the form ulation o f s trateg ies fo r in d iv id u a l, 
group and coimunity problem-solving. 3 . 5 3 3 41 Program Strategy
Knowledgeable o f the contemporary society s ituations  
th a t impact and shape the respective program emphasis 
area. 3 . 5 2 8 42 Organizational Base
S k il l fu l  in  creating an environment fo r  e ffe c tiv e  
people involvement in  program planning. 3 . 5 1 6 43 Program Determination
E ffec tive  in  helping others in  determining the 
r e la t iv e  importance o f p r io r it ie s . 3 . 5 1 2 44 Organizational Base
S k il l fu l  in  the id e n t if ic a t io n , recruitm ent, and 
tra in in g  o f volunteers. 3 . 4 9 6 45 Program Action
Ins igh t in to  the various leadership functions carried  
out by c lie n te le  representatives. 3 . 4 6 6 4 6 Program Determination
S k il lfu l  in  the in i t ia t io n  o f action to achieve 
spec ific  program ob jectives . 3 . 4 5 4 47 Program Action
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TABLE 41 (c o n tin u e d )
Competences
Mean
Weighted
Score Rank Category
S k il l fu l  in  the locating  o f inform ation th a t provides 
ins igh t in to  the overa ll u n it s itu a tio n . 3.437 48 Organizational Base
Able to formulate a new scheme fo r attempting to 
solve problems. 3.437 49 Program Determination
A b il ity  to evaluate the relevancy o f data ( i . e . ,  
s o c ia l, economic, c u ltu ra l,  in s titu tio n a l and 
p o lit ic a l)  to the local s itu a tio n . 3.394 50 In s t itu t io n a l Framework
A b il ity  to establish  c le a r ly  defined c r i te r ia . 3.391 51 Program Determination
S k il lfu l  in  the app lication  o f interpersonal 
re lationsh ips fo r e ffe c tiv e  organizational performance. 3.386 52 In s titu tio n a l Framework
A b il ity  to analyze the program objectives and pro ject 
possible re s u lts . 3.385 53 Program Evaluation
Recognizes behavioral v a r ia b i l i t y  a t various levels  
( i . e . ,  the group, the o rg an iza tio n ). 3.376 54 Program Action
S k il lfu l  in  dealing w ith value questions. 3.372 55 Program Evaluation
Comprehends the relevance o f the character o f the 
problem s itu a tio n  involving the sender and rece iver o f  
communication. 3.359 56 Program Action
C o lle c t, analyze and in te rp re t data as to i ts  usefulness. 3.346 57 Program Determination I
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TABLE 41 (c o n tin u e d )
Competences
Mean
Weighted
Score Rank Category
Demonstrates a commitment to the development o f an 
appropriate plan o f work as a function o f the u n it s ta f f . 3.345 58 Program Determination
Knowledgeable o f resources which are non-local and 
external to the Extension serv ice . 3.340 59 Organizational Base
A b il ity  to grasp the significances and discrepancies 
between the o rg an iza tio n a lly  re levant expectations o f 
the individual and his or her experiences as he (she) 
sees them. 3.323 60 Program Action
Able to accurately judge the adequacy w ith which 
conclusions are supported by data. 3.310 61 In s titu tio n a l Framework
Able to apply appropriate resources in the design o f  
the learning experiences. 3.-304 62 Program Strategy
A b il ity  to estimate the fu tu re  consequences 
(planned and unplanned) o f the program ob jectives. 3.302 63 Program Strategy
Requires a lo t  o f input from others before can 
recognize problems or needs o f the people. 3.283 64 Organizational Base
S k il lfu l  in  the in teg ra tio n  o f knowledge from 
d iffe re n t areas in to  a plan fo r problem-solving. 3.282 65 Organizational Base
Comprehends the operational procedures o f the 
V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service. 3.266 66 In s t itu t io n a l Framework
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TABLE 41 (c o n tin u e d )
Competences
Mean
Weighted
Score Rank Category
U tiliz e s  the concepts and practices from re levant 
d isc ip lin es  th a t are app licable to the problem or need. 3.260 67 Program Determination
Values power as p o s itive  force in  the shaping o f the 
local Extension program. 3.255 68 Program Determination
S k il l fu l  in  the methods and techniques o f evaluation  
applicable to the local u n it 's  s itu a tio n . 3.253 69 Program Evaluation
A b il ity  to analyze s itu a tio n a l inform ation and display  
the inform ation appropria te ly . 3.253 70 Organizational Base
Recognizes the types o f people who need evaluative  
inform ation about programs. 3.246 71 Program Evaluation
Understands the established c r i t ie r ia  from which to do 
a program evaluation in local u n it 's  s itu a tio n a l 
statement. 3.229 72 Program Evaluation
S k il l fu l  in  the establishment o f the appropriate  
teaching-learning process. 3.227 73 Program Strategy
A b il ity  to estab lish  a plan fo r ro ta tio n  and f i l l i n g  
o f vacancies in  program development groups. 3.221 74 Organizational Base
Recognizes m otivation as being external to the 
in d iv id u a l. 3.207 75 Program Action
TABLE 41 (c o n tin u e d )
Mean
Competences
Weighted
Score Rank Category
A b il i ty  to judge the impact o f interpersonal behavior 
•upon the organizational goals and ob jectives . 3.203 76 In s titu tio n a l Framework
A b il ity  to increase awareness o f group process and the 
consequences on group performance. 3.198 77 In s t itu t io n a l Framework
Able to conceptualize the behavioral changes needed 
to achieve stated program ob jectives. 3.191 78 Program Strategy
S k il lfu l  in  making careful comparison o f observed data 
with established c r i t e r ia . 3.143 79 Program Evaluation
Recognizes the lim ita tio n s  o f technological progress and 
managerial science on learner a ttitu d e s . 3.088 80 Program Evaluation
Knowledgeable in  the lim ita tio n s  used in data gathering. 3.079 81 Program Evaluation
Understands th a t social systems are not the same as 
cu ltu ra l systems. 3.041 82 Program Determination
S k il l fu l  in  the in te rp re ta tio n  o f appropriate  
research re s u lts . 2.992 83 Program Determination
S k il l fu l  in  the id e n tif ic a t io n  o f the components o f 
the social system. 2.933 84 Program Determination
Respondents: V ir g in ia  C oo p era tive  Extension  S e rv ic e , 1980. ro
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Development w ith three competences, and Program Evaluation w ith two 
competences w ith in  the top tw en ty-e igh t.
Concepts by Position Group
Table 42 shows the rank and mean scores associated w ith each 
of the six Extension program development concept categories by position  
group. Rank was based on the mean scores w ith in  a position  group. 
P ro b a b ility  leve ls  y ie lded  by the analysis of variance procedure fo r  
tes tin g  d ifferences among position  groups are also ind icated.
I t  was observed th a t Extension Agents and D is t r ic t  S ta f f  ranked 
four o f the concept categories in  s im ila r  fashion, and th e ir  ranks fo r  
the other two were reversed. Extension Agents and D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
accorded In s t itu t io n a l Framework the highest rank and the lowest rank 
to Program Evaluation by the Extension Agents and Program Strategy by 
the D is t r ic t  S ta f f .  However, the U n it Chairmen accorded the concept 
category, O rganizational Base the highest rank. They ranked the 
concept category, Program Evaluation lowest as did the Extension 
Agents.
There was agreement among the three groups o f the perceived 
degree o f understanding needed o f the concept categories in  Extension 
Program Development as shown by the lack o f s ta t is t ic a l  s ign ificance in  
the p ro b a b ilit ie s  associated w ith the calcu lated  F values. Based on 
th is  an a lys is , the nu ll hypothesis o f no d iffe rence  among Extension 
Agents, U n it Chairmen, and D is t r ic t  S ta ff  in  th e ir  perceptions as to  
the degree o f understanding o f the concepts needed by local (non- 
Extension) ind iv idu als  form ally  involved in  developing the  local u n it 's  
Extension Program was not re jec ted .
TABLE 42
Perceived Degree o f Understanding Needed of Concepts W ithin Extension 
Program Development Concept Categories By Position Groups
N=295
Position Groups
Consensus Extension Agfents U nit Chairmen D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Concept Category_________________Rank______ Mean Rank______ Mean Rank______ Mean Rank______ Mean______ P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework 2 20.904 1 21.095 3 20.657 1 19.900 .61
B. Organizational Base 1 20.924 2 20.853 1 21.548 2 19.350 .29
C. Program Determination 3 20.199 3 20.197 2 20.726 3 18.300 .46
D. Program Strategy 5 19.100 4 19.413 5 19.151 6 15.850 .36
E. Program Action 4 19.192 5 19.377 4 19.376 5 16.700 .53
F. Program Evaluation 6 18.462 6 18.568 6 18.219 4 18.300 .93
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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A breakdown of the s ix  Extension program development concept 
categories in to  the s p e c ific  concepts grouped under them is  given in  
Table 43 in d ica tin g  w ith in  each concept category the ranking o f 
sp e c ific  concepts and the mean scores o f the degree o f understanding 
needed o f the concepts accorded by the d if fe re n t  position  groups. 
P ro b a b ilitie s  associated w ith the analysis o f variance procedure fo r  
testing  d ifferences among the position  groups are also shown.
V ariations were observed in the groups' rankings o f the several 
concepts w ith in  the s ix  categories. However, s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t  
differences were revealed in  the case of only f iv e  concepts.
Perception as to  the degree o f understanding needed of the concept 
"programs seek to  re la te  ind iv idual needs and organ izational goals" 
was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .03 le v e l.  Extension Agents and 
U nit Chairmen considered the degree of understanding to be higher than 
did the D is t r ic t  S ta ff  group. Perception as to the degree o f under­
standing needed o f the concept "concepts and p rin c ip les  necessary as 
the foundation of the subject m atter content in  the Extension 
educational program" was s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .09 le v e l.  
Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen considered the degree o f under­
standing needed to be higher than did the D is t r ic t  S ta f f  group. 
Perception as to  the degree o f understanding needed o f the concept 
"plan o f action encompasses the four program emphasis areas of 
A g ricu ltu re , Community Resource Development, Family Resources, 4-H / 
Youth" was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .10 le v e l.  Extension 
Agents and U n it Chairmen considered the degree of understanding needed 
to  be higher than did the D is t r ic t  S ta f f  group. Perception as to the
TABLE 43
Ranking o f the Concepts by the Perceived Degree o f Understanding Needed by Local 
Ind iv iduals Formally Involved in Developing the Local U n it's  Extension Program by Position Group
N=295
Position Group
Concept Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework
Cooperative Extension Service 
as a national educational 
system. 3 3.553 3 3.600 3 3.565 6 3.050 .68
Philosophy o f the Cooperative 
Extension Service. 2 3.742 2 3.747 2 3.712 2 3.789 .94
Scope and re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  of 
the V irg in ia  Cooperative 
Extension Service. 1 3.938 1 3.949 1 3.944 1 3.800 .55
The mission statement o f the 
V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension 
Service. 4 3.514 4 3.544 4 3.443 3 3.474 .54
Interdependence o f organiza­
tions (pub lic  and p r iv a te ). 5 3.430 5 3.480 5 3.305 4 3.388 .24
The environment o f the 
organization (in te rn a l and 
e x te rn a l) . 6 3.249 6 3.258 6 3.222 5 3.263
r\
.81 §
TABLE 43 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Consensus
Concept Category Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Composite 2 20.904 1 21,095 3 20.657 1 19.900 .61
B. Organizational Base
General s itu a tio n a l and 
organizational aspects th a t  
re la te  to the local u n it 's  
Extension Program Development. 3 3.592 4 3.562 3 3.726 3 3.400 .20
A complete analysis o f county 
(o r c ity )  th a t lim its  and 
shapes the local u n it 's  
Extension Program. 5 3.435 5 3.402 5 3.520 2 3.450 .80
Potential audiences o f Extension 
educational programs. 1 3.878 1 3.877 1 3.957 1 3.600 .33
Program Development a process 
to create conditions where needs 
and d ifferences are brought out, 
managed, and re s u lt in  planned 
action. 4 3.551 3 3.581 4 3.569 4 3.200 .53
Programs seek to  re la te  
ind iv idual needs and organiza­
tion a l goals. 2 3.645 2 3.663 2 3.819 5 2.850 .03 r\]
TABLE 43 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Concept Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Conceptualization o f problem- 
solving in  Extension program 
development. 6 3 . 2 3 7 6 3 . 2 9 8 6 3 . 1 8 6 6 2 . 8 5 0 , 4 7
Composite 1 2 0 . 9 2 4 2 2 0 . 8 5 3 1 2 1 . 5 4 8 2 1 9 . 3 5 0 . 2 9
C. Program Determination
Systematic decision making about 
program goals and objectives. 4 3 . 2 9 0 4 3 . 2 5 6 4 3 . 4 7 2 4 2 . 9 5 0 . 7 4
People involvement group made 
up o f representatives from the 
various po ten tia l audiences. 1 3 . 9 0 4 1 3 . 9 1 7 1 3 . 9 2 9 1 3 . 6 8 4 . 8 2
Social s e n s it iv ity  or empathy 
in  terms o f c u ltu ra l and socio­
economic needs and in te re s t. 2 3 . 6 7 8 2 3 . 7 4 6 3 3 . 5 8 9 3 3 . 3 5 0 . 3 9
Audience representative 's  
p a rtic ip a tio n  in  the program 
determination process (includes  
counseling, le g itim a tio n , and 
decision-making and problem­
so lv ing ). 3 3 . 6 1 3 3 3 . 6 0 4 2 3 . 6 9 4 2 3 . 4 0 0 . 3 3
r\
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TABLE 43 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Concept Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Concepts and princ ip les  
necessary as the foundation of 
subject m atter content in  the 
Extension educational program. 6 3.196 6 3.242 6 3.246 6 2.579 .09
Train ing fo r  audience 
representatives in  Extension 
Program Development. 5 3.279 5 3.333 5 3.267 5 2.789 .59
Composite 3 20.199 3 ;20.197 2 20.726 3 18.300 .46
D. Program Strategy
Plan o f work as an o u tlin e  o f 
planned s tra teg ies  fo r  one year 
or less. 3 3.448 3 3.518 4 3.352 1 3.105 .77
Plan o f action encompasses the 
four program emphasis areas of 
A g ricu ltu re , Community 
Resource Development, Family 
Resources, 4-H/Youth. 1 3.576 1 3.584 1 3.732 2 2.947 .10
Plan o f work allows fo r  the 
sequencing (inc luding tim ing) 
co n tin u ity  and interdependence 
among functions. 5 3.273 5 3.367 5 3.197 5 2.611 .10
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TABLE 4 3 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Concept Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Coordination fo r  external and 
in te rn a l organizational 
purposes. 6 3.097 6 3.172 6 3.015 4 2.660 .24
O utline o f educational 
objectives and actions to  be 
accomplished w ith people to  
enable them to  reach th e ir  
program ob jectives. 2 3.468 2 3.547 3 3.422 3 2.840 .06
Plan o f work contains 
s tra teg ies  fo r  in d iv id u a l, group 
and community change. 4 3.377 4 3.407 2 3.451 6 2.789 .71
Composite 5 19.100 4 9.413 5 19.151 6 15.850 .36
E. Program Action
Teaching plans o u tlin e  the 
sp ec ific  educational 
objectives and the expected 
re s u lts . 5. 3.146 5 3.143 5 3.290 6 2.588 .25
Volunteers contribute time and/ 
or m ateria l resources without 
cohesion and without personal 
m ateria l gain. 1 3.776 2 3.798 1 3.873 3 3.211 .31 I
TABLE 4 3 (c o n tin u e d )
Concept Category
Position Group
Consensus Extension Agents 
Rank Mean Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t
Rank
S ta ff
Mean P
Teaching must be learner  
( in d iv id u a l, group, community) 
centered. 3 3.659 3 3.700 3 3.628 1 3.368 .55
Information d is tr ib u tio n  is  
Extension Agent's primary 
goal. 2 3.765 1 3.812 2 3.794 4 3.118 .53
Psychological map o f 
expectations o f ro les in  
Extension (professional or 
volunteer). 6 3.059 6 3.137 6 2.920 5 2.833 .75
Dynamics o f volunteerism. 4 3.447 4 3.470 4 3.477 2 3.210 .54
Composite 4 19.192 5 19.377 4 19.376 5 16.700 .53
F. Program Evaluation
Evaluation as a generic 
phenomenon may include several 
approaches. 3 3.332 3 3.341 3 3.365 5 3.150 .40
Evaluations deal w ith how the 
program followed the o rig in a l 
plan. 4 3.179 5 3.156 4 3.219 3 3.263 .98 „
TABLE 4 3 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Concept Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit Chairmen 
Rank Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Technological e ffic ie n c y  and 
computer data are means o f 
helping humans to make 
evaluative judgement. 6 3.030 6 2.995 6 3.061 4 3.263 .79
Program evaluation as a 
management to o l. 1 3.521 1 3.571 1 3.388 1 3.526 .91
Assessment o f the degree to  
which objectives are achieved 
versus " to ta l success". 2 3.438 2 3.458 2 3.386 2 3.421 .80
Strategy assessment determines 
the effectiveness of sp ec ific  
inputs fo r  achieving change. 5 3.153 4 3.198 5 3.174 6 2.611 .19
Composite 6 18.462 6 18.568 6 18.219 4 18.300 .93
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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degree o f understanding needed o f the concept "plan o f work allows fo r  
the sequencing (inc lud ing  tim ing) co n tin u ity  and interdependence among 
functions" was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t  the .10 le v e l. Extension 
Agents and U nit Chairmen considered the degree o f understanding needed 
to  be higher than did the D is t r ic t  S ta f f  group. Perception as to the 
degree o f understanding needed o f the concept "O utline o f educational 
objectives and actions to  be accomplished w ith  people to  enable them 
to  reach th e ir  program objectives" was s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t 
the .06 le v e l. Extension Agents and U nit Chairmen considered the 
degree of understanding needed to  be higher than did the D is t r ic t  S ta f f  
group.
Competences by Position  Group
Table 44 shows the rank and mean scores associated w ith the 
perceived degree o f understanding o f the competences needed by local 
(non-Extension) in d iv id u a ls  fo rm ally  involved in  developing the local 
u n it 's  Extension program by position  group. Rank was based on the 
mean scores w ith in  a position  group. P ro b a b ility  leve ls  y ie lded  by 
the analysis o f variances procedure fo r  tes tin g  d ifferences among 
position  groups are also ind icated .
I t  was observed th a t Extension Agents and U nit Chairmen ranked 
four o f the categories in  s im ila r  fashion, the highest rank 
being accorded to  Program Action and the lowest to  Program Evaluation. 
D is t r ic t  S ta f f  had a somewhat d if fe re n t  perception fo r  the highest than 
the other two position  groups. The D is t r ic t  S ta f f  accorded the  
highest rank to  In s t itu t io n a l Framework and the lowest rank to  Program 
Evaluation as did the Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen.
TABLE 44
Perceived Degree o f Understanding Needed o f Competences W ithin  
Extension Program Development Concept Categories by Position Groups
N=295
Position Groups
Consensus Extension Agents U n it Chairmen D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Competence by Category____________ Rank Mean______ Rank Mean______ Rank Mean Rank Mean______ P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework 2 48.592 2 48.326 2 50.178 1 45.450 .16
B. Organizational Base 3 47.426 3 47.661 4 48.164 5 42.400 .21
C. Program Determination 5 45.473 5 45.191 5 47.055 4 42.500 .44
D. Program Strategy 4 47.404 4 47.161 3 49.260 3 43.050 .47
E. Program Action 1 49.825 1 50.030 1 51.014 2 43.450 .25
F. Program Evaluation 6 44.759 6 44.863 6 45.808 6 39.000 .82
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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There was agreement among the three groups as to  the perceived 
degree o f understanding needed o f the s ix  concept categories in  
Extension program development as they re la ted  to the competences 
w ith in  the respective category. The agreement was ind icated by the 
lack o f s ta t is t ic a l  s ign ificance  in  the p ro b a b ilit ie s  associated w ith  
the calcu lated  F Values. Based on th is  ana lys is , the nu ll hypothesis 
o f no d ifferences among Extension Agents, Unit Chairmen, and D is t r ic t  
S ta ff  in  th e ir  perception as to the degree o f understanding o f the  
competences w ith in  the major categories needed by local (non-Extension) 
ind iv idu a ls  fo rm ally  involved in developing the local u n it 's  Extension 
Program could not be re jec ted .
A breakdown o f the s ix  Extension program development concept 
categories in to  the s p e c ific  competences grouped under them is  given 
in  Table 45, in d ica tin g  w ith in  each concept category the ranking of 
the fourteen competences and the mean scores of perceived degree o f 
understanding needed accorded by the d if fe re n t  position  groups. 
P ro b a b ilit ie s  associated w ith the analysis o f variance procedure fo r  
te s tin g  d ifferences in  perception as to the degree o f understanding of 
the competence needed by local (non-Extension) in d iv id u a ls  form ally  
involved in  developing the U n it's  Extension Program by position  groups 
are also shown. V aria tio ns  were observed in the groups' rankings of 
the several competences w ith in  a l l  categories. However, s t a t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n t d iffe rences  as to  the perceived degree o f understanding 
needed were revealed in  the case o f eleven competences. Perception as 
to  the degree o f understanding needed of the competence " s k i l l f u l  in  
the assessment o f the b e lie fs  and value systems represented in  the
TABLE 45
Ranking o f  the Competences By the Perceived Degree o f Understanding Needed by Local 
Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved in  Developing the Local U n it's  Extension Program By Position Group
N=295
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta f f  
Rank Mean P
A. In s t itu t io n a l Framework
S k il l fu l  in  the assessment of 
the b e lie fs  and value systems 
represented in  the respective  
county o r c i ty . 2 3.895 2 3.917 5 3.847 1 3.850 .09
S k il l fu l  in  the synthesis of 
conmuni cation w ith groups and 
organizations. 6 3.611 6 3.626 7 3.644 6 3.350 .02
A b il ity  to grasp the 
sign ificance o f organiza­
tion a l goals and ob jectives . 5 3.632 5 3.646 8 3.644 5 3.450 .55
Comprehends the operational 
procedures o f the V irg in ia  
Cooperative Extension 
Service. 12 3.265 11 3.290 12 3.324 13 2.789 .28
TABLE 45 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
A b il ity  to judge the impact 
o f interpersonal behavior upon 
the organizational goals and 
ob jectives. 13 3.205 12 3.229 14 3.153 8 3.158 .88
A b il ity  to evaluate the 
relevancy o f data ( i . e . ,  
s o c ia l, economic, c u ltu ra l,  
in s titu tio n a l and 
p o l i t ic a l )  to the local 
s itu a tio n . 9 3.389 9 3.441 11 3.328 10 3.100 .13
S k il l fu l  in  the app lication  
o f interpersonal re lationsh ips  
fo r e ffe c tiv e  organiza­
tio n a l performance. 10 3.385 10 3.422 10 3.408 12 2.950 .08
S k il l fu l  in  the analysis o f 
issues and concerns to a 
community. 1 3.993 1 3.964 1 4.164 3 3.650 .30
A b il ity  to in tegrate  
organizational resources 
in to  a plan fo r solving  
probl ems. 8 3.574 7 3.576 6 3.657 7 3.250 .52
ro_ j 
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TABLE 45 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence bv Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
S k il l fu l  in  the assumption 
o f a leadership ro le . 3 3.829 4 3.795 3 3.917 2 3.850 .41
Able to accurately  judge the 
adequacy with which conclusions 
are supported by data . 11 3.313 13 3.261 9 3.500 9 3.150 .94
Able to define the audiences 
which Extension proposes 
to reach. 4 3.829 3 3.786 2 4.000 4 3.650 .22
A b il ity  to increase 
awareness o f group processes 
and the consequences on group 
performance. 14 3.196 14 3.189 13 3.319 14 2.789 .18
Able to manage programs 
according to re levant 
objectives rather than "past 
practices". 7 3.592 8 3.529 4 3.903 11 3.053 .15
Composite 2 48.592 2 48.326 2 50.178 1 45.450 .16
TABLE 45 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit Chairmen 
Rank Mean
D is tr ic t
Rank
S ta ff
Mean P
B. Organizational Base
S k il l fu l  in  the locating  o f 
information th a t provides 
ins ight in to  the overa ll un it 
s itu a tio n . 9 3.435 9 3.432 8 3.555 10 3.000 .88
S k il lfu l  in  the id e n tif ic a t io n  
o f potential audiences. 5 3.642 2 3.697 7 3.603 4 3.250 .28
Knowledgeable o f the  
contemporary society  
situations th a t impact and 
shape the respective program 
emphasis area. 7 3.525 8 3.518 9 3.535 2 3.550 .22
S k il lfu l  in  the in tegration  
of knowledge from d iffe re n t  
areas in to  a plan fo r  
problem-solving. 12 3.281 13 3.264 10 3.444 11 2.850 .25
Able to analyze the needs and 
in te re s t o f not only 
in d iv id u a ls , but groups and 
committees. 6 3.604 4 3.600 2 3.767 7 3.050 .30
TABLE 45 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Knowledgeable o f resources 
which are non-local and external 
to the Extension service 10 3.351 10 3.416 13 3.250 6 3.100 .32
Comprehends the potentia l 
audience's s itu a tio n . 2 3.656 4 3.683 5 3.671 3 3.300 .32
Recognizes the need fo r  
democratic process in Extension 
program development. 1 3.869 1 3.866 1 3.927 1 3.700 .10
Understands and accepts the 
strengths and lim ita tio n s  o f 
problem-solving through 
gruop in te ra c tio n . 4 3.644 5 3.668 5 3.690 5 3.250 .98
Requires a lo t  o f input from 
others before can recognize 
problems or needs o f the 
people. 11 3.283 11 3.347 12 3.246 12 2.765 .23
Comprehends one's responsi­
b i l i t ie s  which a ffe c t the 
functioning o f the group. 3 3.654 3 3.692 3 3.718 8 3.050 .05
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TABLE 45 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
A b ility  to analyze 
situ a tio n a l inform ation and 
display the inform ation  
appropriate ly . 13 3.250 12 3.275 11 3.324 13 2.737 .26
E ffe c tiv e  in  helping others 
in determining the re la t iv e  
importance o f p r io r it ie s . 8 3.517 7 3.523 6 3.634 9 3.050 .74
A b il ity  to estab lish  a plan fo r  
ro ta tio n  and f i l l i n g  of 
vacancies in  program develop­
ment groups. 14 3.219 14 3.304 14 3.221 14 2.450 .01
Composite 3 47.426 3 47.661 4 48.164 5 42.400 .21
C. Program Determination
Understands th a t social systems 
are not the same as cu ltu ra l 
systems. 12 3.041 12 3.117 13 2.942 13 2.648 .41
S k il lfu l  in  the id e n tif ic a tio n  
o f the components o f the 
social system. 14 2.936 14 2.989 14 2.884 12 2.650 .37
TABLE 45 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is tr ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Knowledgeable o f the leader­
ship structure w ith in  the 
targeted audiences. 3 3.634 3 3.620 3 3.694 3 3.550 .35
Ins igh t in to  the various 
leadership functions carried  
out by c lie n te le  
representatives. 6 3.466 5 3.481 8 3.389 2 3.600 .88
Values power as pos itive  force  
in  the shaping o f the local 
Extension program. 10 3.262 11 3.196 9 3.347 5 3.526 .12
Recognizes th a t re levant 
educational objectives are 
derived from the needs and 
problems id e n tif ie d  through 
a planning process. 2 3.765 2 3.734 2 3.904 4 3.550 .88
U tiliz e s  the concepts and 
practices from relevant 
d isc ip lin es  th a t are applicable  
to the problem or need. 11 3.262 10 3.273 12 3.263 8 3.158 .67
Analyze the s itu a tio n , needs, 
and in te re s t o f the people. 1 4.014 1 4.000 1 4.123 1 3.750 .88 1222
TABLE 45 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
C o llec t, analyze and in te rp re t  
data as to i ts  usefulness. 8 3.345 9 3.391 10 3.347 10 2.900 .84
S k il lfu l  in  the in te rp re ta tio n  
o f appropriate research 
re s u lts . 13 2.992 13 3.057 11 3.014 14 2.278 .10
S k il lfu l  in  the in te rac tio n  
with various cu ltu ra l and 
social groups represented in  
the local (county or c ity )  u n it . 4 3.593 4 3.580 4 3.653 6 3.500 .21
Able to formulate a new scheme 
fo r attempting to solve 
problems. 7 3.438 7 3.456 6 3.479 9 3.059 .37
S k il lfu l  in  creating an 
environment fo r  e ffe c tiv e  people 
involvement in  program planning. 5 3.512 6 3.479 5 3.639 7 3.368 .83
A b il ity  to estab lish  c le a r ly  
defined c r i te r ia . 9 3.385 8 3.439 7 3.428 11 2.684 . .03
Composite 5 45.473 5 45.191 5 47.055 4 42.500 .44
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TABLE 45 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
D. Program Strategy
A working understanding o f the 
precise nature o f the c lie n te le  
who are concerned w ith a 
problem. 8 3.544 9 3.526 6 3.630 7 3.400 .94
S k il l fu l  in  the establishment 
o f the appropriate teaching- 
learn ing process. 13 3.226 13 3.231 11 3.371 14 2.611 .93
Able to apply appropriate  
resources in  the design o f the 
learning experiences. 12 3.304 12 3.283 10 3.425 11 3.000 .85
A b il ity  to use judgement in  
accurately evaluating the 
s itu a tio n . 3 3.760 5 3.696 2 3.958 4 3.667 .53
Recognizes the value o f various 
team e ffo rts  to the development 
o f the local u n it 's  Extension 
program. 2 3.781 2 3.760 3 3.903 5 3.550 .24
TABLE 45 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
U nit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
S k il l fu l  in  the use o f 
volunteer leadership in  the 
development o f the local u n it 's  
program. 6 3.653 6 3.663 7 3.619 3 3.684 .77
Able to conceptualize the 
behavioral changes needed to 
achieve stated program 
ob jectives . 14 3.188 14 3.209 13 3.239 13 2.789 .68
Demonstrates a conmitment to 
the development o f an 
appropriate plan o f work as a 
function o f the u n it s ta f f . 10 3.350 10 3.402 12 3.304 12 2.933 .85
A b il i ty  to estimate the fu tu re  
consequences (planned and un­
planned) o f the program objec­
tiv e s . 11 3.306 11 3.374 14 3.180 9 3.105 .81
Demonstrates working a b i l i t ie s  
in  public group decision­
making. 7 3.547 7 3.579 9 3.569 8 3.150 .06
S k il l fu l  in  establishing  
rapport w ith potentia l 
audiences. 4 3.753 4 3.712 4 3.831 1 3.850 • 91 !
TABLE 45 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Recognizes th a t public re la tio n s  
begins w ith one's s e lf . 1 3.920 1 3.888 1 4.057 2 3.772 .81
A b il ity  to appropriate ly  
resolve c o n flic ts  when arises in  
p pie involvement groups. 5 3.729 3 3.754 5 3.732 6 3.474 .69
S k il lfu l  in  the form ulation o f 
strateg ies fo r  in d iv id u a l, 
group and community problem­
solving. 9 3.532 8 3.544 8 3.619 10 3.100 .44
Composite 4 47.404 4 47.161 3 49.260 2 43.050 .47
E. Program Action
S k il lfu l  in  the in it ia t io n  of 
action to achieve specific  
program ob jectives. 10 3.451 11 3.407 9 3.662 12 3.105 .01
Comprehends the importance o f 
volunteers in  Extension 
program development. 4 3.972 3 3.995 5 4.014 5 3.600 .22
rr
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TABLE 45 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
U nit Chairmen 
Rank Mean
D is tr ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
A b il ity  to grasp the 
significances and discrepancies 
between the o rg an iza tio n a lly  
re levan t expectations o f the 
ind iv idual and his or her 
experiences as he (she) sees 
them. 13 3.321 13 3.310 12 3.362 10 3.278 .90
A b il ity  to recognize the 
contributions o f others. 1 4.120 1 4.146 1 4.192 6 3.600 .22
Recognizes diplomacy as an 
e ffe c tiv e  approach to people 
involvement. 3 3.986 4 3.979 3 4.096 4 3.611 .90
Accepts one's leadership ro le  
as c r i t ic a l  to the implementa­
tio n  o f the local u n it 's  
Extension Program. 5 3.958 6 3.923 4 4.082 1 3.842 .85
S k il l fu l  in  assessing community 
resources fo r program d e livery  
( i . e . ,  f a c i l i t i e s ,  produce, c it iz e n  
support fo r the learner group). 8 3.687 8 3.682 8 3.781 8 3.400 .44
Recognizes th a t low tru s t  
induces defensive behavior. 7 3.838 7 3.851 7 3.882 7 3.500 . .38 !
TABLE 45 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
U nit Chairmen 
Rank Mean
D is tr ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Comprehends the relevance o f the 
character o f the problem 
s itu a tio n  involving the sender 
and rece iver o f communications. 12 3.361 12 3.389 11 3.382 13 3.000 .26
S k il lfu l  in  the id e n tif ic a t io n ,  
recruitm ent, and tra in in g  o f 
volunteers. 9 3.495 9 3.510 10 3.507 9 3.278 .19
S k il lfu l  in  dealing with  
c lie n te le  in  a p os itive  way. 6 3.950 5 3.968 6 3.929 2 3.833 .25
Recognizes behavioral 
v a r ia b i l i t y  a t various leve ls  
( i . e . ,  the group, the 
organ ization ). 11 3.376 10 3.449 13 3.243 11 3.117 .36
Recognizes m otivation as being 
external to the in d iv id u a l. 14 3.217 14 3.278 14 3.147 14 21786 .30
Enthusiasm fo r  Extension respon­
s ib i l i t i e s ,  and re la ted  work. 2 4.048 2 4.051 2 4.123 3 3.737 .47
Composite 1 49.825 1 50.030 1 51.014 2 43.450 .25
roro
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TABLE 45 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Competence by Category
Consensus 
Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
F. Program Evaluation
S k il l fu l  in  making careful 
comparison o f observed data with  
established c r i t e r ia . 12 3.137 13 3.154 12 3.176 12 2.850 .52
Recognizes the types o f people 
who need eva luative information  
about programs. 10 3.241 10 3.240 11 3.256 7 3.222 .95
S k il lfu l  in  d istingu ish ing  
between facts  and assumptions. 2 3.637 2 2.668 5 3.591 1 3.500 .84
S k il lfu l  in  dealing with value 
questions. 8 3.378 8 3.406 8 3.342 8 3.222 .69
Recognizes the lim ita tio n s  o f 
technological progress and 
managerial science on learner  
a ttitu d e s . 13 3.093 12 3.155 14 3.000 13 2.833 .08
Knowledgeable in  the l im ita ­
tions used in data gathering. 14 3.075 14 3.084 13 3.087 10 2.941 .20
S k il lfu l  in  the methods and tech­
niques o f evaluation applicable  
to the local u n it 's  s itu a tio n . 9 3.255 11 3.239 7 3.377 11 2.941 .20 I
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TABLE 45 (c o n tin u e d )
Position Group
Consensus
Competence by Category Rank Mean
Extension Agents 
Rank Mean
Unit
Rank
Chairmen
Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
W illingness to determine the 
e ffec ts  o f the actions taken. 6 3.543 5 3.516 3 3.661 5 3.353 .38
Knowledgeable in  the processes 
o f assessing new s itu a tio n s . 5 3.556 6 3.513 2 3.722 3 3.368 .58
Understands the established  
c r i te r ia  from which to do a 
program evaluation in  local 
u n it 's  s itu a tio n a l statement. 11 3.231 9 3.274 10 3.257 14 2.625 .15
A b il ity  to analyze the program 
objectives and pro ject possible 
re s u lts . 7 3.392 7 3.442 9 3.296 6 3.263 .94
Recognizes weaknesses of 
previous year's  plan o f work 
and takes correc tive  action . 4 3.593 3 3.650 6 3.563 9 3.062 .51
Seeks policy changes when evident 
that the policy impedes program 
development. 3 3.622 4 3.638 4 3.609 2 3.500 .76
A b il ity  to appraise the success 
or fa ilu re s  o f a program based 
on d e f in ite  c r i te r ia  expected and 
agreed upon. 11 3.682 1 3.687 1 3.760 4 3.350 .92 :
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TABLE 45 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category
Position Group
Consensus Extension Agents 
Rank Mean Rank Mean
Unit Chairmen 
Rank Mean
D is t r ic t  S ta ff  
Rank Mean P
Composite 6 44.759 6 44.863 6 45.808 6 39.000 .82
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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respective county or c ity "  was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t  the .09 
le v e l.  Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen considered the degree of 
understanding needed higher than did the D is t r ic t  S ta f f .  Perception  
as to  the degree o f understanding needed o f the competence " s k i l l fu l  in  
the synthesis of communication w ith groups and organizations" was 
s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t  the .02 le v e l. Unit Chairmen and 
Extension Agents considered the degree o f understanding needed higher 
than did the D is t r ic t  S ta f f  groups. Perception as to  the degree of 
understanding needed o f the competence " s k i l l fu l  in  the ap p lica tio n  o f 
interpersonal re la tio n sh ip s  fo r  e ffe c tiv e  organ izational performance" 
was s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t  the .08 le v e l.  Extension Agents and 
U nit Chairmen considered the degree o f understanding needed higher 
than the D is t r ic t  S ta f f  group. Perception as to the degree o f under­
standing needed of the competence "recognizes the need fo r  democratic 
process in  Extension program development" was s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t  
a t the .10 le v e l. U n it Chairmen and Extension Agents considered the 
degree of understanding needed higher than the D is t r ic t  S ta f f  group. 
Perception as to  the degree of understanding needed o f the competence 
"comprehends one's re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  which a f fe c t  the functioning of 
the group" was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .05 le v e l.  Unit 
Chairmen and Extension Agents considered the degree o f understanding 
needed higher than the D is t r ic t  S ta f f  group. Perception as to  the  
degree o f understanding needed o f the competence " a b i l i t y  to  estab lish  
a plan fo r  ro ta tio n  and f i l l i n g  o f vacancies in  program development 
groups" was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .01 le v e l.  Extension 
Agents and U n it Chairmen considered the degree o f understanding needed
higher than the D is t r ic t  S ta f f  group. Perception as to  the degree of 
understanding needed o f the competence " s k i l l fu l  in  the in te rp re ta tio n  
o f appropriate research resu lts" was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the 
.10 le v e l.  Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen considered the degree 
o f understanding needed higher than the D is t r ic t  S ta f f  group.
Perception as to  the degree o f understanding needed o f the competence 
" a b i l i ty  to  es tab lish  c le a r ly  defined c r i te r ia "  was s ta t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n t a t  the .03 le v e l.  Extension Agents and U nit Chairmen 
considered the degree o f understanding needed higher than the D is t r ic t  
S ta ff  group. Perception as to the degree of understanding needed o f  
the competence "demonstrates working a b i l i t ie s  in  public group decision­
making" was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .06 le v e l.  Extension 
Agents and U n it Chairmen considered the degree o f understanding needed 
higher than the D is t r ic t  S ta ff  group. Perception as to  the degree of 
understanding needed o f the competence " s k i l l fu l  in  the in i t ia t io n  of 
action to achieve s p e c ific  program objectives" was s ta t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n t a t the .01 le v e l.  U nit Chairmen and Extension Agents 
considered the degree o f understanding needed higher than the D is t r ic t  
S ta ff  group. Perception as to  the degree o f understanding needed of 
the competence "recognizes the lim ita tio n s  of technological progress 
and managerial science on learner a ttitu d e s "  was s ta t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n t a t  the .08 le v e l. Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen 
considered the degree o f understanding needed higher than the D is t r ic t  
S ta f f  group.
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Concepts Degree o f  U nderstanding  Needed as P erce ived  by
Respondents A ccord ing  to  Formal E d u catio n a l Level
Table 46 shows the rank and mean scores associated w ith each 
o f the s ix  Extension program development concept categories by the 
respondents' in d ica tio n  o f the leve l o f formal education a tta in e d .
Rank was based on the mean scores w ith in  each o f the educational leve ls  
considered. P ro b a b ility  leve ls  yie lded by the analysis o f variance  
procedure fo r  tes tin g  d ifferences among the two degree leve ls  of 
formal education are also presented in  the ta b le .
I t  was observed th a t , based on the mean scores, those w ith a 
Bachelor degree ranked the s ix  concept categories randomly. Program 
Determination had a p ro b a b ility  level of .97 ind ica ting  strong 
agreement between the two respondent groupings. Those respondents 
with a Bachelors degree considered In s t itu t io n a l Framework of higher 
need fo r  those local (non-Extension) ind iv idu als  fo rm ally  involved in  
developing the local u n it 's  Extension program w hile Program Strategy  
was considered the concept category needed to  be leas t understood.
Those respondents w ith a Masters and/or Doctorate considered 
Organizational Base o f higher need fo r  those local (non-Extension) 
in d iv id u a ls  fo rm ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension 
program w hile Program Evaluation was considered the concept category 
le a s t needed to  be understood.
There was agreement among the two groups o f respondents as to  
the perveived importance o f f iv e  of the s ix  concept categories as 
shown by the lack o f s ta t is t ic a l  s ign ificance in  the p ro b a b ilit ie s  
associated w ith the ca lcu la ted  F values. However, the category Program
TABLE 46
Local (Non-Extension) Individuals! Degree o f Understanding Needed of Extension Program 
Development Concept Categories as Perceived by Respondents' Formal Educational Level
N=295
Formal Educational Levbl
Bachelors Masters and/or Doctorate
Concept Category Rank Mean Rank Mean P
-A. In s titu tio n a l Framework 1 20.695 2 21.091 .80
B. Organizational Base 2 20.645 1 21.176 .48
C. Program Determination 3 20.043 3 20.340 .97
D. Program Strategy 6 18.205 . 4 19.895 .04
E. Program Action 4 19.246 5 19.143 .87
F. Program Evaluation 5 18.250 6 18.649 .70
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
rococn
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Strategy showed a s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t d iffe rence  between the two 
groups a t  the .04 le v e l. Ind iv iduals  w ith Masters and/or Doctorate 
degrees ranked th is  category higher than did those with Bachelors 
degrees. Based on th is  analyses, the nu ll hypothesis o f no d iffe rence  
between respondents w ith Bachelors degrees in  regards to th e ir  
perception o f the degree of understanding o f the concepts needed by 
local (non-Extension) ind iv idu a ls  form ally  involved in developing the 
local u n it 's  Extension program was re jected  fo r  the concept category, 
Program Strategy only.
A breakdown o f the s ix  Extension program development concept 
categories in to  the s p e c ific  concepts grouped under each is  given in 
Table 47, ind icating  w ith in  each concept category the ranking of the 
sp e c ific  concepts and the mean scores of the degree o f understanding 
needed as perceived by the two educational level groups. P ro b a b ilitie s  
associated w ith the analysis o f variance procedure fo r  tes ting  
d ifferences in  perception o f the degree o f understanding needed of the 
various concepts, between the two formal educational leve l groups are 
also shown. V ariations were observed in  the groups' rankings of the 
several concepts w ith in  a l l  categories. However, s ta t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n t d ifferences in  the perceived "degree of understanding" needed 
between the groups was evident in  the case o f only f iv e  concepts.
The f iv e  concepts re ferred  to  are l is te d  below w ith th e ir  level 
o f s ig n ifican ce .
1. Conceptualization o f problem-solving in Extension program 
development -  .10 le v e l.
2. Plan o f work as an o u tlin e  o f planned s tra teg ies  fo r  one
TABLE 47
Ranking o f Concepts as to the Perceived Degree o f Understanding Needed by Local Ind iv iduals  
Formally Involved in  Developing the Local U n it's  Extension Program, By Formal Educational Level
N=295
Concept Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and 
Rank
Doctorate
Mean P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework
Cooperative Extension Service as a 
national educational system. 3 3.590 3 3.520 .43
Philosophy o f the Cooperative 
Extension Service. 2 3.708 2 3.771 .88
Scope and re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  o f the 
V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension 
Service. 1 3.817 1 4.046 .21
The mission statement o f the 
V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension 
Service. 4 3.489 4 3.537 .56
Interdependence o f organizations  
(public and p r iv a te ). 5 3.385 5 3.470 .92
The environment o f the organization  
(in te rn a l and e x te rn a l). 6 3.229 6 3.267 .75
Composite 1 20.695 2 21.091 .80
TABLE 47 (c o n tin u e d )
Concept Category
Bachelor 
Rank Mean
Masters and 
Rank
Doctorate
Mean P
B. Organizational Base
General s itu a tio n a l and 
organizational aspects th a t re la te  
to  the local u n it 's  Extension 
Program Development. 3 3.579 3 3.607 .64
A complete analysis o f county 
(o r c ity )  th a t lim its  and shapes 
the local u n it 's  Extension Program . 5 3.350 5 3.513 .71
Potentia l audiences o f Extension 
educational programs. 1 3.867 1 3.888 .84
Program Development a process to  
create conditions where needs and 
differences are brought out, 
managed, and re s u lt in  planned 
action . 4 3.504 4 3.595 .91
Programs seek to re la te  the 
ind iv idual needs and organizational 
goals. 2 3.637 2 3.653 .48
Conceptualization o f problem­
solving in Extension program 
development. 6 3.105 6 3.359 .10
Composite 2 20.645 1 21.176
. _ r\
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TABLE 47 (c o n tin u e d )
Concept Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and 
Rank
Doctorate
Mean P
C. Program Determination
Systematic decision making about 
program goals and ob jectives. 5 3.200 3 3.716 .50
People involvement group made up of 
representatives from the various 
potentia l audiences. 1 3.875 1 3.931 .94
Social s e n s it iv ity  or empathy in 
terms o f c u ltu ra l and socio­
economic needs and in te re s t. 2 3.618 2 3.733 .89
Audience represen ta tive 's  p a r t ic i ­
pation in the program determination  
process (includes counseling, 
le g itim a tio n , and decision-making and 
problem -solving). 3 3.511 4 3.702 .35
Concepts and princ ip les  necessary as 
the foundation o f subject m atter 
content in  the Extension 
educational program. 6 3.145 6 3.244 .46
Training fo r  audience representatives  
in  Extension Program Development. 4 3.303 5 3.257 .68
Composite 3 20.043 3 20.340 .97
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TABLE 47 (c o n tin u e d )
Concept Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and 
Rank
Doctorate
Mean P
D. Program Strategy
Plan o f work as an o u tlin e  of 
planned s tra teg ies  fo r  one year 
or less. 3 3.295 2 3.580 .10
Plan o f action encompasses the 
four program emphasis areas o f 
A g ricu ltu re , Community Resource 
Development, Family Resources, 
4-H/Youth. 1 3.488 1 3.658 .17
Plan o f work allows fo r  the 
sequencing (inc luding tim ing) 
continu ity  and interdependence 
among functions. 5 3.089 5 3.433 .01
Coordination fo r  external and 
in te rn a l organizational purposes. 6 3.017 6 3.164 .71
Outline o f educational objectives  
and actions to be accomplished with  
people to enable them to reach 
th e ir  program objectives. 2 3.349 3 3.570 .04
Plan o f work contains s tra teg ies  fo r  
in d iv id u a l, group and 
community change. ro
TABLE 47 (c o n tin u e d )
Concept Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and 
Rank
Doctorate
Mean P
Composite 6 18.205 4 19.895 .04
E. Program Action
Teaching plans o u tlin e  the 
sp ec ific  educational objectives and 
the expected resu lts . 5 3.048 5 3.232 .07
Volunteers contribute time and/or 
m aterial resources without cohesion 
and w ithout personal m aterial gain. 1 3.864 3 3.693 .33
Teaching must be learner (in d iv id u a l, 
group, community) centered. 3 3.504 1 3.801 .44
Information d is trib u tio n  is  
Extension Agent's primary goal. 2 3.781 2 3.748 .76
Psychological map o f expectations 
of roles in  Extension (professional 
or vo lunteer). 6 3.026 6 3.091 .90
Dynamics o f volunteerism. 4 3.462 4 3.433 .22
Composite 4 19.246 5 19.143 .87
TABLE 47 (c o n tin u e d )
Concept Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and 
Rank
Doctorate
Mean P
F. Program Evaluation
Evaluation as a generic phenomenon 
may include several approaches. 3 3.282 3 3.376 .87
Evaluations deal w ith how the program 
followed the o rig in a l plan. 5 3.149 4 3.207 .32
Technological e ffic ie n c y  and computer 
data are means o f helping humans to  
make eva luative  judgement. 6 2.906 5 3.142 .71
Program evaluation as a management 
to o l. 1 3.413 1 3.617 .82
Assessment o f the degree to  which 
objectives are achieved versus " to ta l 
success". 2 3.336 6 3.139 .40
Strategy assessment determines the 
effectiveness o f sp ec ific  inputs fo r  
achieving change. 4 3.169 6 3.139 .40
Composite 5 18.250 6 18.649 .70
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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year or less -  .10 le v e l.
3. Plan o f work allows fo r  the sequencing (inc luding tim ing) 
co n tin u ity  and interdependence among functions -  .01 le v e l.
4. O utline o f educational ob jectives and actions to  be 
accomplished w ith people to  enable them to  reach th e ir  
program objectives -  .04 le v e l.
5. Teaching plans o u tlin e  the sp e c ific  educational ob jectives  
and the expected resu lts  -  .07 le v e l.
For each o f the 5 concepts mentioned above respondents w ith a 
Masters and/or Doctorate degree considered local ind iv iduals  (non- 
Extension) needed a higher degree o f understanding o f these concepts 
than did those respondents w ith Bachelors degrees.
Competences1 Degree o f Understanding Needed as Perceived by 
Respondents According to Formal Educational Level
Table 48 shows the rank and mean scores associated w ith each of
the s ix  Extension program development competence categories by 
respondents' formal educational le v e l. Rank was based on the mean 
scores w ith in  an educational le v e l. P ro b a b ility  leve ls  y ie lded  by the 
analysis o f variance procedure fo r  tes tin g  d ifferences among formal 
educational leve ls  are also ind icated .
I t  was observed th a t ,  based on mean scores, the category,
Program Action, was ranked highest by those personnel w ith a Bachelors 
degree as w ell as those w ith a Masters and/or Doctorate degree. Both 
groups ranked Program Evaluation s ix th  w ith an in d ica tio n  o f th e ir  
agreement. The category, Organizational Base, was observed to  be in  a
trend towards strong agreement w hile the category, Program S trategy,
was observed to be in  a trend towards disagreement. However, there was
TABLE 48
Local (Non-Extension) In d iv id u a ls ' Degree o f Understanding Needed o f Extension Program 
Development Competences by Categories as Perceived by Respondents' Formal Educational Level
N=295
Formal Educational Level
Bachelors Masters and/or Doctorate
Competences by Category________________________ Rank______ Mean_______   Rank______ Mean________________P
A. In s t itu t io n a l Framework 2 47.877 2 49.234 .26
B. Organizational Base 3 46.971 4 47.831 .87
C. Program Determination 5 44.659 5 46.201 .38
D. Program Strategy 4 46.138 3 48.539 .18
E. Program Action 1 49.514 1 50.104 .49
F. Program Evaluation 6 44.131 6 45.318 .64
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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no s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t d ifferences observed in these six  
categories.
The lack o f s ta t is t ic a l  s ign ificance in  the p ro b a b ilit ie s  
associated w ith the calcu lated  F value fo r  these competences by 
categories in Extension program development indicates th a t there was 
agreement as to th e ir  perceived importance by these two groups. Based 
on the analysis o f variance, the null hypothesis of no d ifferences  
between the respondents w ith Bachelors degrees and those w ith Masters 
and/or Doctoral degrees in  regards to th e ir  perceptions o f the 
importance o f the competences to  Extension Agents involved in Extension 
program development could not be re jec ted .
' A breakdown o f the s ix  Extension program development categories  
in to  the sp e c ific  competences grouped under them is  given in  Table 49. 
Indicated w ith in  each concept category are fourteen o f the e ig h ty -fo u r  
competences tested and the mean scores o f perceived degree o f under­
standing needed o f the competences accorded to each by the two 
d iffe re n t  educational leve l groups. P ro b a b ilitie s  associated w ith the 
analysis o f variance procedure fo r  tes tin g  d ifferences in  perception o f 
the degree o f understanding needed o f the various competences between 
the educational leve l groups are also shown. V ariations were observed 
in the groups' rankings o f the several competences w ith in  the six  
categories. However, s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t d ifferences in the 
perceived degree o f understanding needed o f the competences by local 
(non-Extension) in d iv id u a ls  fo rm a lly  involved in  developing the local 
u n it 's  Extension program were revealed in  the case o f only ten 
competences. The ten competences re ferred  to are l is te d  below with
TABLE 49
Ranking o f Competences as to the Perceived Degree o f Understanding Needed by Local Ind iv iduals  
Formally Involved in Developing the Local U n it's  Extension Program By Respondents' Educational Level
N=295
Competence by Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters or 
Rank
Doctorate
Mean P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework
S k il lfu l  in  the assessment o f the 
b e lie fs  and value systems 
rperesented in  the respective  
county or c ity . 2 3.831 2 3.953 .57
S k il l fu l  in  the synthesis or 
communication w ith groups and 
organizations. 6 3.549 7 3.675 .09
A b il ity  to  grasp the 
significance o f organizational 
goals and ob jectives. 5 3.558 6 3.699 .57
Comprehends the operational 
procedures o f the V irg in ia  
Cooperative Extension Service. 13 3.218 12 3.307 .30
A b il ity  to  judge the impact of 
interpersonal behavior upon the 
organizational goals and 
objectives. 12 3.258 14 3.147 .32
ro
TABLE 49 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category Rank
Bachelors
Mean
Masters and 
Rank
Doctorate
Mean P
A b ility  to  evaluate the relevancy 
o f data ( i . e . ,  s o c ia l, economic, 
c u ltu ra l,  in s t itu t io n a l and 
p o l i t ic a l )  to  the local s itu a tio n . 9 3.360 ‘ 10 3.416 .73
S k il lfu l  in  the app lication  of 
interpersonal re lationsh ips fo r  
e ffe c tiv e  organizational 
performance. 10 3.316 0 3.447 .21
S k il l fu l  in  the analysis of 
issues and concerns to a community. 1 3.993 1 3.993 .94
A b il ity  to  in tegra te  organizational 
resources in to  a plan fo r solving  
problems. 7 3.529 8 3.615 .47
S k il lfu l  in  the assumption o f a 
leadership ro le . 3 3.815 4 3.843 .82
Able to  accurately judge the 
adequacy w ith which conclusions 
are supported by data. 11 3.311 11 3.315 .91
Able to  define the audiences which 
Extension proposes to reach. 4 3.704 3 3.941 .06
TABLE 49 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and 
Rank
Doctorate
Mean P
A b il ity  to increase 
awareness o f group processes and 
the consequences on group 
performance. 14 3.075 13 3.304 .06
Able to  manage programs according 
to re levant objectives ra ther than 
"past p ractices". 8 3.467 5 3.710 .10
Composite 2 47.877 2 49.234 .26
B. Organizational Base
S k il l fu l  in  the locating  o f 
information th a t provides insight 
in to  the overa ll u n it s itu a tio n . 10 3.419 9 3.449 1.00
S k il lfu l  in the id e n tif ic a t io n  o f 
potentia l audiences. 5 3.569 3 3.709 .62
Knowledgeable o f the contemporary 
society s itu ations th a t impact and 
shape the respective program 
emphasis area. 9 3.445 6 3.599 .79
S k il l fu l  in  the in teg ra tio n  of 
knowledge from d if fe re n t  areas in to  
a plan fo r  problem-solving. 12 3.222 10 3.333 .29 r\
TABLE 49 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category Rank
Bachelors
Mean
Masters and 
Rank
Doctorate
Mean P
Able to analyze the needs and 
in te re s t o f not only in d iv id u a ls , 
but groups and committees. 2 3.664 8 3.537 .22
Knowledgeable o f resources which 
are non-local and external to the 
Extension serv ice . 8 3.446 14 3.246 .70
Comprehends the po ten tia l 
audience's s itu a tio n . 3 3.610 5 3.698 .77
Recognizes the need fo r  democratic 
process in  Extension program 
development. 1 3.847 1 3.888 .94
Understands and accepts the 
strengths and lim ita tio n s  o f 
problem-solving through group 
in te ra c tio n . 6 3.568 2 3.710 .37
Requires a lo t  o f input from 
others before can recognize 
problems or needs o f the people. 11 3.236 12 3.326 .91
Comprehends one's re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  
which a ffe c t  the functioning of 
the group. 4 3.595 4 3.706 .56
TABLE 49 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category Rank
Bachelors
Mean
Masters and 
Rank
Doctorate
Mean P
A b il ity  to analyze s itu a tio n a l 
information and d isplay the 
inform ation appropriate ly . 13 3.158 11 3.336 .27
E ffec tive  in  helping others in  
determining the re la t iv e  importance 
o f p r io r it ie s . 7 3.478 7 3.552 .74
A b il ity  to  estab lish  a plan fo r  
ro ta tio n  and f i l l i n g  o f vacancies 
in  program development groups. 14 3.145 13 3.290 .53
Composite 3 46.971 4 47.831 .87
C. Program Determination
Understands th a t social systmes 
are not the same as cu ltu ra l 
systems. 12 3.016 12 3.066 .58
S k il lfu l  in the id e n tif ic a tio n  
of the components o f the social 
system. 14 2.858 13 3.007 .33
Knowledgeable o f the leadership  
structure w ith in  the targeted  
audience. 2 3.584 3 3.680 .73
TABLE 49 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category Rank
Bachelors
Mean
Masters and 
Rank
Doctorate
Mean P
Insight in to  the various 
leadership functions carried  out 
by c lie n te le  representatives. 9 3.293 6 3.622 .09
Values power as p os itive  force in 
the shaping o f the local Extension 
program. 11 3.092 8 3.412 .11
Recognizes th a t re levant 
educational objectives are derived  
from the needs and problems 
id e n tif ie d  through a planning 
process. 3 3.576 2 3.934 .01
U tiliz e s  the concepts and practices  
from re levant d isc ip lin es  th a t are 
applicable to  the problem or need. 10 3.107 9 3.401 .07
Analyze the s itu a tio n , needs, and 
in te re s t o f the people. 1 4.036 1 3.993 .97
C o llec t, analyze and in te rp re t  
data as to i ts  usefulness. 8 3.348 11 3.342 .43
S k il lfu l  in the in te rp re ta tio n  
of appropriate research re s u lts . 13 3.016 14 2.971 .78
TABLE 49 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and 
Rank
Doctorate
Mean P
S k il l fu l  in the in te ra c tio n  with  
various c u ltu ra l and social groups 
represented in the local (county 
or c ity )  u n it. 4 3.511 4 3.669 .71
Able to formulate a new scheme fo r  
attempting to  solve problems. 5 3.404 7 3.469 .92
S k il l fu l  in  creating  an environment 
fo r  e ffe c tiv e  people involvement in 
program planning. 7 3.358 5 3.655 .14
A b il ity  to  estab lish  c le a r ly  
defined c r i te r ia . 6 3.387 10 3.382 .69
Composite 5 44.659 5 46.201 .38
D. Program Strategy
A working understanding o f the 
precise nature o f the c lie n te le  who 
are concerned with a problem. 9 3.400 7 3.673 .09
S k il l fu l  in  the establishment o f 
the appropriate teaching- 
learning process. 13 3.149 13 3.294 .53
rocnro
TABLE 49 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and 
Rank
Doctorate
Mean P
Able to  apply appropriate  
resources in  the design o f the 
learning experiences. 11 3.263 12 3.340 .95
A b il ity  to use judgement in  
accurately evaluating the s itu a tio n . 4 3.647 2 3.861 .17
Recognizes the value o f various 
team e ffo rts  to  the development 
of the local u n it 's  Extension 
program. 2 3,726 4 3.830 .91
S k il l fu l  in  the use of 
volunteer leadership in  the 
development o f the local u n it 's  
program. 5 3.631 6 3.674 .82
Able to conceptualize the behavioral 
changes needed to achieve stated  
program objectives. 14 3.099 14 3.269 .18
Demonstrates a commitment to the 
development o f an appropriate plan 
o f work as a function o f the u n it 
s ta f f . 10 3.295 10 3.397 .99
A b il ity  to  estimate the fu tu re  
consequences (planned and unplanned) 
of the program ob jectives. 12 3.223 11 3.378 .36 5G.
TABLE 49 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category Rank Mean Rank Mean P
Demonstrates working a b i l i t ie s  in  
public group decision-making. 8 3.422 8 3.658 .09
S k il l fu l  in  estab lish ing  rapport 
w ith po ten tia l audiences. 3 3.661 3 3.832 .79
Recognizes th a t public re la tio n s  
begins w ith one's s e lf . 1 3.899 1 3.939 .52
A b il ity  to  appropriate ly  resolve 
c o n flic ts  when arises in people 
involvement groups. 6 3.627 5 3.821 .38
S k il l fu l  in fo r  form ulation o f 
stra teg ies  fo r  in d iv id u a l, group 
and community problem-solving. 7 3.500 9 3.560 .97
Composite 4 46.138 3 48.539 .18
E. program Action
S k il l fu l  in  the in it ia t io n  o f 
action to  achieve sp e c ific  program 
objectives. 10 3.373 10 3.520 .18
Comprehends the importance o f 
volunteers in  Extension program 
development. 4 3.971 6 3.974 .80 r>
TABLE 49 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and 
Rank
Doctorate
Mean P
A b ility  to grasp the significances  
and discrepancies between the 
o rg an iza tio n a lly  re levant 
expectations o f the ind iv idual 
and his or her experiences as he 
(she) sees them. 13 3.148 12 3.475 .01
A b il ity  to  recognize the 
contributions o f others. 1 4.087 1 4.149 .64
Recognizes diplomacy as an 
e ffe c tiv e  approach to people 
involvement. 3 3.985 5 3.987 .74
Accepts one's leadership ro le  as 
c r i t ic a l  to the implementation of 
the local u n it 's  Extension Program. 5 3.889 4 4.020 .34
S k il l fu l  in  assessing community 
resources fo r  program de livery  
( i . e . ,  f a c i l i t i e s ,  product, 
c itiz e n  support fo r  the learner 
group). 8 3.664 8 3.708 .96
Recognizes th a t low tru s t  
induces defensive behavior. 7 3.794 7 3.879 .60
rocncn
TABLE 49 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category Rank
Bachelors
Mean
Masters and 
Rank
Doctorate
Mean P
Comprehends the relevance o f the 
character o f the problem s itu a tio n  
involving the sender and rece iver  
o f communication. 11 3.336 13 3.386 .91
S k il l fu l  in  the id e n t if ic a t io n ,  
recruitm ent, and tra in in g  of 
volunteers. 9 3.432 9 3.551 .88
S k il l fu l  in  dealing w ith c lie n te le  
in a p o s itive  way. 6 3.863 3 4.027 .88
Recognizes behavioral v a r ia b i l i ty  
a t various leve ls  ( i . e . ,  the group, 
the o rgan iza tion ). 12 3.265 11 3.479 .43
Recognizes m otivation as being 
external to  the in d iv id u a l. 14 3.192 14 3.242 .99
Enthusiasm fo r  Extension responsi­
b i l i t i e s ,  and re la ted  work. 2 4.043 2 4.053 .80
Composite 1 49.514 1 50.104 .49
F. Program Evaluation
S k il l fu l  in  making carefu l comparison 
of observed data w ith established  
c r i te r ia . 12 3.088 12 3.179 .91 Do
TABLE 49 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and Doctorate 
Rank Mean
Recognizes the types o f people
who need eva luative  information
about programs. 10
S k il l fu l  in  d istinguishing
between fac ts  and assumptions. 2
S k il l fu l  in  dealing w ith value 
questions. 7
Recognizes the lim ita tio n s  o f 
technological progress and 
managerial science on learner  
a ttitu d e s . 13
Knowledgeable in  the lim ita tio n s
used in data gathering. 14
S k il l fu l  in  the methods and 
techniques o f evaluation applicable  
to the local u n it 's  s itu a tio n . 8
W illingness to  determine the e ffe c ts  
o f the actions taken. 6
Knowledgeable in  the processes of 
assessing new s itu a tio n s . 5
3.216
3.653
3.354
3.039
3.032
3.271
3.474
3.504
9
2
8
13
14
11
4
5
3.262
3.623
3.399
3.141
3.113
3.241
3.605
3.603
.44
.39
.52
.86
.70
.29
.69
.46
ro
TABLE 49 (c o n tin u e d )
Competence by Category
Bachelors 
Rank Mean
Masters and 
Rank
Doctorate
Mean P
Understands the established  
c r i te r ia  from which to  do a program 
evaluation in  local u n it 's  
s itu a tio n a l statement. 11 3.206 10 3.253 .86
A b il ity  to  analyze the program 
objectives and p ro jec t possible  
resu lts . 9 3.323 7 3.453 .99
Recognizes weaknesses of previous 
year's  plan o f work and takes ^ 
corrective  action . 4 3.607 6 3.578 .78
Seeks po licy  changes when evident 
th a t the po licy  impedes program 
development. 3 3.632 3 3.613 .39
A b il ity  to appraise the success or 
fa ilu re s  o f a program based on 
d e f in it ie  c r i te r ia  expected and 
agreed upon. 1 3.657 1 3.705 .97
Composite 6 44.131 6 45.318 .64
Respondents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
258
259
th e ir  leve l o f s ig n ifican ce .
1. S k i l l fu l  in  the synthesis or communication w ith groups 
and organizations -  .09 le v e l.
2. Able to define the audiences which Extension proposes to
reach -  .06 le v e l.
3. A b il i t y  to  increase awareness o f group process and the
consequences on group performance -  .06 le v e l.
4. Able to  manage programs according to  re levan t ob jectives  
ra th er than "past practices" -  .10 le v e l.
5. Ins igh t in to  the various leadership functions carried  out
by c lie n te le  representatives -  .09 le v e l.
6. Recognizes th a t re levan t educational ob jectives are 
derived from the needs and problems id e n tif ie d  through a . 
planning process -  .01 le v e l.
7. U t iliz e s  the concepts and practices from re levan t 
d isc ip lin es  th a t are app licable to  the problem or need -  
.07 le v e l.
8. A working understanding o f the precise nature o f the 
c lie n te le  who are concerned with a problem -  .09 le v e l.
9. Demonstrates working a b i l i t ie s  in public group decision­
making -  .09 le v e l.
10. A b il i ty  to  grasp the s ignificances and discrepancies
between the o rg an iza tio n a lly  re levant expectations o f the 
in d iv id u a ls  and his or her experiences as he (she) sees 
them -  .01 le v e l.
For each o f the ten competences mentioned above, respondents 
w ith a Masters and/or Doctorate degree considered local (non-Extension) 
ind iv idu als  needed a higher degree of understanding of the competence 
than did those respondents w ith Bachelors degrees.
Relationship Between Time Spent in  Respective Area and 
Perception o f the Degree o f Understanding Needed of the Concepts
Table 50 shows the lin e a r  re la tio n s h ip  between the respective
program emphasis area and the respondents' perception of the degree of
TABLE 50
A Summary o f the Linear Relationship o f Estimated Time Spent in  a Program 
Emphasis Area and the Perception of the Degree o f Understanding Needed Of the Concept Category 
by Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen o f the V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980
N=275
Program Emphasis Area
Community
Resource Family
Respondent Composite A gricu lture Development Resources 4-H/Youth
Concept Category Grouping Mean + / -  P + / -  P + /-  P + / -  P
A. In s titu tio n a l ALL 20.904 - .01 - .03 - .03 - .03
Framework 50 > 20.882 - .04 - .04 - .04 - .05
B. Organizational ALL 20.924 .02 .04 .04 .04
Base 50> 21.013 - .01 - .01 - .01 - .01
C. Program ALL 20.199 .28 _ .41 .68 .45
Determi nati on 50 > 20.339 + .98 + .93 + .86 + .93
D. Program ALL 19.100 _ .07 .06 _ .11 .09
Strategy 50> 19.337 - .03 - .03 - .04 - .03
E. Program ALL 19.192 _ .07 .04 .20 _ .14
Action 50> 19.321 - .22 - .16 - .33 - .28
F. Program ALL 18.462 _ .03 _ .05 _ .08 .05
Evaluation 50 > 18.570 - .06 - .08 - .08 - .08
ALL, A ll respondents. + / - ,  Positive  or Negative Linear Relationship. P, P ro b ab ility  Factor.
50> , Those respondents w ith 50 percent or more o f th e ir  time spent in a given program emphasis area.
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understanding needed o f each concept category. P ro b ab ility  leve ls  
yie lded  by the analysis  of variance procedure fo r  tes tin g  the lin e a r  
re la tio n s h ip  between the estimated time spent in  a program area and 
the perceptions o f the degree o f understanding needed of the concept 
categories are also shown. I f  the sign is  p o s itive  (+) the mean fo r  
the concept category increases as the percent o f the estimated time 
spent in  the program emphasis area increases. I f  negative, the mean 
decreases as the percent o f the estimated time spent in  the program 
emphasis area increases.
One respondent grouping is  "ALL" and the values are given on 
the f i r s t  lin e  fo r  each category. The second group was lim ite d  to  
Extension Agents and U nit Chairmen who indicated th a t 50 percent or 
more o f th e ir  annual time was spent in  a program emphasis area.
The composite means fo r  the concepts in each of the concept" 
categories is  more fo r  the "5 0 > "  group than fo r  the "ALL" group.
The exception was In s t itu t io n a l Framework which had a mean score th a t  
was more than the "5 0 > "  group's mean score. This ind icates th a t the 
"5 0 > "  group considered greater understanding was required o f the 
concept categories , O rganizational Base, Program Determ ination,
Program S tra tegy, Program Action, and Program Evaluation, than did the 
"ALL" group.
The lin e a r  re la tio n sh ip s  between the estimated time spent in a 
program emphasis area and the perception o f the degree o f understanding 
needed o f the concept categories was negative fo r  the s ix  concept 
categories. This ind icates th a t as the percent o f time in  a program 
emphasis area increases the respective mean ind icating  the degree of
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understanding needed decreases.
Based on th is  summary, four o f the s ix  concept categories  
showed s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t p ro b a b ility  values a t the .10 level 
or less fo r  those Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen who indicated 50 
percent o f th e ir  time spent in  a p a rt ic u la r  program emphasis area.
Based on th is  analysis o f these s ix  concept categories, the 
in d ica tio n  is  th a t there is  a s ig n ific a n t l in e a r  re la tio n sh ip  between 
the estimated annual time spent in  a given program emphasis area and 
the responses as to the perceived degree o f understanding needed of 
the concept categories. When considered from the 50 percent or more 
time spent in  a program emphasis area the respondents' perception o f 
the degree o f understanding needed o f the concept categories , there  
was a s ig n ific a n t lin e a r  re la tio n sh ip  in four o f the s ix  concept 
categories. Thus the nu ll hypothesis th a t there was no d ifference  
was re jected  as i t  applied to the concept categories , In s t itu t io n a l  
Framework, O rganizational Base, Program S tra tegy, and Program 
Evaluation.
Relationship Between Time Spent in Respective Area and 
Perception o f the Degree o f Understanding Needed of the Competences
Table 51 shows the lin e a r  re la tio n s h ip  between the respective  
program emphasis area and the respondents' perception o f the degree 
o f understanding o f the competences w ith in  concept categories. 
P ro b a b ility  leve ls  y ie lded  by the analysis o f variance procedure fo r  
tes tin g  the lin e a r  re la tio n s h ip  between the estimated time spent in a 
program emphasis area and the perceptions o f the degree o f under­
standing needed o f the competences by categories are also shown. One
TABLE 51
A Summary o f the Linear Relationship o f Estimated Time Spent in a Program Emphasis Area and the 
Perception o f the Degree o f Understanding Needed o f the Category, Based on the Competences Within  
the Category, By Extension Agents and U nit Chairmen o f the V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980
N=275
Program Emphasis Area
Community
Resource Family
Competence by Category
Respondent Composite A gricu lture Development Resources 4-H/Youth
Grouping Mean + / -  P + /-  P + / -  P , P
A. In s titu tio n a l ALL 48.592 .01 .01 .01 .01
Framework 50 > 48.785 - .01 - .01 - .01 - .01
B. Organizational ALL 57.426 .05 . . .04 .12 .09
Base 50 > 47.971 - .04 - .04 - .05 - .05
C. Program ALL 45.473 .07 .04 .19 .09
Determination 50 > 45.874 - .01 “ .01 - .01 - .01
D. Program ALL 47.404 _ .06 .02 .19 .08
Strategy 50> 47.728 - .01 - .01 - .01 - .01
E. Program ALL 49.825 .28 _ .16 .61 _ .47
Acti on 50 > 50.480 - .28 - .25 - .41 - .37
F. Program ALL 44.759 _ .10 _ .05 .12 .10
Evaluation 50> 45.355 — .01 “ .01 “ .01 .01
ALL, A ll respondents. + /-»  Positive or Negative Linear Relationship. P, P ro b ab ility  Factor.
50> , Those respondents w ith 50 percent or more o f th e ir  time spent in a given program emphasis area.
CTl
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respondent grouping is  "ALL" and the values are given on the f i r s t  
lin e  fo r  each category. The second group was lim ite d  to  Extension 
Agents and Unit Chairmen who indicated th a t 50 percent or more of 
th e ir  annual time was spent in  a program emphasis area. The p o s itive  
sign (+) o f the p ro b a b ility  is  an in d ica tio n  th a t the mean fo r  the 
category increases as the percent o f the estimated time spent in  a 
program emphasis area increases. I f  negative ( - )  the mean decreases 
as the percent o f the estimated time spent in  the program emphasis 
area increases.
The composite means fo r  the competences by categories were 
higher fo r  the "5 0 > "  group than fo r  the "ALL" group in each o f the 
six categories. This ind icates th a t the "5 0 > "  group considered 
greater understanding was required o f the competences than did the 
"ALL" group in each of the s ix  categories.
Based on th is  analysis o f these six  categories the ind ica tion  
is  th a t there is  s ig n ific a n t l in e a r  re la tionsh ips  between the 
estimated annual time spent in  a given program emphasis area and the 
responses as to  the degree o f understanding needed; there was a 
s ig n ific a n t lin e a r  re la tio n s h ip  in  f iv e  o f the s ix  categories. Thus 
the nu ll hypothesis th a t there are no d ifferences between the 
Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen w ith major re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  in  
d iffe re n t  program emphasis areas in  regards to th e ir  perception o f the 
degree o f understanding o f the competences needed by local (non- 
Extension) ind iv idu a ls  fo rm ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  
Extension Program is  re jec ted .
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Respondents From Urban and Rural Units  
Table 52 shows the composite means fo r  the s ix  concept' 
categories re la t iv e  to  the perceptions, o f the degree o f understanding 
needed o f the concepts by local (non-Extension) ind iv iduals  form ally  
involved in  the local u n it 's  Extension program, by Extension Agents 
from urban and ru ra l u n its . The tab le  provides a separate composite 
mean fo r  urban and ru ra l Extension Agents. The composite mean and 
standard deviations were u t i l iz e d  in  the t - t e s t  to  determine the 
tendency o f the two composite means to  be in  agreement. The 
p ro b a b ility  leve ls  y ie lded  by the t - t e s t  procedure are also provided.
The Extension Agents from urban un its  considered a l l  six of 
the concept categories h igher, as to  degree o f understanding needed, 
than did those Extension Agents from ru ra l u n its .
The concept category, In s t itu t io n a l Framework, had a t-v a lu e  
of -1 .8 5  and a p ro b a b ility  level of .07 , ind icating  th a t th e ir  
composite means were not in  agreement. The concept category, Program 
Determ ination, had a t-v a lu e  o f -2 .71 and a p ro b a b ility  level o f .01 , 
ind ica ting  th a t th e ir  composite means were not in  agreement. For the 
two concept categories mentioned above, the nu ll hypothesis of no 
d iffe ren c e  between the Extension Agents located in  urban units  and the 
Extension Agents located in  ru ra l un its  regarding th e ir  perception of 
degree o f understanding o f the concepts needed by local (non-Extension) 
in d iv id u a ls  fo rm ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension 
program was re jec ted .
Table 53 shows the composite means fo r  the competences by 
categories as to  the perceptions, o f the degree of understanding needed
TABLE 52
Composite Mean, Standard D eviation , t-V alue and P ro b a b ility  o f the Concept Categories' 
Degree of Understanding Needed as Perceived by Extension Agents from Urban and Rural Units
N=202
Unit Designation
Urban Rural
Concept Categories
Composite
Mean
Standard
Deviation
Composite
Mean
Standard
Deviation t-va lu e P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework 21.947 4.763 20.659 5.290 -1 .85 .07
B. Organizational Base 21.566 5.285 20.410 5.071 -1 .52 .13
C. Program Determination 21.500 5.639 19.385 5.137 -2.71 .01
D. Program Strategy 19.810 6.595 19.172 6.174 -0 .68 .49
E. Program Action 19.750 6.285 19.146 6.485 -0.71 .48
F. Program Evaluation 19.081 6.610 18.260 5.795 -0.91 .36
Extension Agents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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TABLE 53
Composite Mean, Standard D evia tion , t-V a lue  and P ro b ab ility  of the Competences by Categories' 
Degree of Understanding Needed as Perceived by Extension Agents from Urban and Rural Units
N=202
Unit Designation
Urban Rural
Competences by Categories
Composite
Mean
Standard
Deviation
Composite
Mean
Standard
Deviation t-V alue P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework 49.263 11.171 47.747 11.072 -0 .93 .35
B. Organizational Base 49.773 11.512 46.374 11.615 -2 .00 • o cn
C. Program Determination 46.960 13.287 44.096 11.256 -1 .62 .10
D. Program Strategy 48.026 13.919 46.626 12.499 -0 .74 .46
E. Program Action 50.237 12.656 49.902 10.243 -0 .20 .83
F. Program Evaluation 45.067 14.916 44.740 13.224 -0 .16 .87
Extension Agents: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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o f the competences by local (non-Extension) ind iv idu als  form ally  
involved in  the local u n it 's  Extension program, by Extension Agents 
from urban and ru ra l u n its . The tab le  also provides a separate 
composite mean fo r  urban and ru ra l Extension Agents. The composite 
mean and standard deviations were u t i l iz e d  in  the t - t e s t  to  determine 
the tendency o f the two composite means fo r  each category to be in  
agreement. The p ro b a b ility  leve ls  y ie lded  by the t - t e s t  procedure are 
also provided.
The Extension Agents from urban units  considered a l l  s ix  of 
the categories higher as to  the degree o f understanding needed than 
did those Extension Agents from ru ra l un its .
The competences in  the category, O rganizational Base, had a 
t-v a lu e  of -2 .0 0  and a p ro b a b ility  level o f .0 5 , ind icating  th a t these 
composite means were not in  agreement. Extension Agents from urban 
units  considered the competences in th is  category higher as to  the 
degree o f understanding needed than did those Extension Agents from 
ru ra l un its . The competences in  the category, Program Determ ination, 
had a t-v a lu e  o f -1 .6 2  and a p ro b a b ility  leve l o f .1 0 , ind icating  th a t 
these composite means were not in  agreement. Extension Agents from 
urban units  considered th is  category o f higher importance than did 
those from ru ra l u n its . For the two categories mentioned above -  
O rganizational Base and Program Determination -  the nu ll hypothesis o f 
no d ifferences between the Extension Agents located in  urban un its  and 
the Extension Agents located in  ru ra l un its  regarding th e ir  perception  
of the degree o f understanding o f the competences needed by local 
(non-Extension) ind iv idu a ls  form ally  involved in  developing the local
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u n it 's  Extension program was re jec ted .
Table 54 shows the composite means fo r  the s ix  concept categories  
re la t iv e  to  the perceptions, o f the degree o f understanding needed of 
the concepts by local (non-Extension) ind iv iduals  form ally  involved, in  
the local u n it 's  Extension Program, by U n it Chairmen from urban and 
ru ra l u n its . The tab le  also provides a separate composite mean fo r  
urban and ru ra l U n it Chairmen. The composite mean and standard 
deviations were u t i l iz e d  in the t - t e s t  to  determine the tendency of the 
two composite means to be in  agreement. The p ro b a b ility  leve ls  
yie lded  by the t - t e s t  procedure are also provided.
The U nit Chairmen from urban un its  considered four o f the s ix  
concept categories h igher, as to  the degree of understanding needed 
than did those U n it Chairmen from ru ra l un its .
The concept category, Program S tra tegy, had a t-v a lu e  of 
-2 .4 2  and a p ro b a b ility  leve l o f .02 ind icating  th a t th e ir  composite 
means were not in  agreement. Urban chairmen considered th is  category 
of much g rea te r importance than did ru ra l chairmen. For the category, 
Program S trategy, the n u ll hypothesis o f no d ifferences between the 
Extension Agents located in  urban un its  and those Extension Agents 
located in  ru ra l un its  regarding th e ir  perception of the degree of 
understanding o f the competences needed by local (non-Extension) 
in d iv id u a ls  fo rm ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension 
program was re jec ted .
Table 55 shows the composite means fo r  the competences by 
categories as to  the perceptions, o f the degree of understanding needed 
of the competences by loca l (non-Extension) ind iv idu als  form ally
TABLE 54
Composite Mean, Standard D eviation , t-V alue and P ro b ab ility  o f the Concept Categories' 
Degree o f Understanding Needed as Perceived by U n it Chairmen from Urban and Rural Units
N=73
Concept Categories
Unit Designation 
Urban
Composite Standard 
Mean Deviation
Rural
Composite Standard 
Mean Deviation t-Value P
A. In s t itu t io n a l Framework 20.879 4.565 20.611 5.628 -0 .12 .90
B. Organizational Development 21.526 3.611 21.556 5.214 -0 .03 .98
C. Program Determination 21.632 3.876 20.407 4.748 -1.01 .32
D. Program Strategy 21.737 4.736 18.241 5.640 -2 .42 .02
E. Program Action 19.158 6.327 19.444 4.713 -0.21 .84
F. Program Evaluation 18.737 6.393 18.037 5.710 -0 .44 .66
U nit Chairmen: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
TABLE 55
Composite Mean, Standard D eviation , t-V a lue  and P ro b ab ility  of the Competences by Categories' 
Degree o f Understanding Needed as Perceived by Unit Chairmen from Urban and Rural Units
N=73
Competences by Categories
U nit Designation 
Urban
Composite Standard 
Mean Deviation
Rural
Composite Standard 
Mean Deviation t-V alue P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework 50.579 7.727 50.037 9.377 -0 .23 .82
B. Organizational Development 47.947 11.203 48.241 9.473 -0.11 .91
C. Program Determination 48.053 9.751 46.704 7.619 -0 .55 .59
D. Program Strategy 51.947 8.791 48.315 9.638 -1 .44 .15
E. Program Action 52.526 10.426 50.481 9.506 -0 .79 .43
F. Program Evaluation 50.368 14.252 44.204 11.964 -1 .84 .07
Unit Chairmen: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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involved in  the local u n it 's  Extension program, by U n it Chairmen from 
urban and ru ra l u n its . The tab le  also provides a separate composite 
mean fo r  urban and ru ra l U n it Chairmen. The composite mean and 
standard deviations were u t i l iz e d  in  the t - t e s t  to  determine the 
tendency o f the two composite means fo r  each category to be in  
agreement. The p ro b a b ility  leve ls  y ie lded  by the t - t e s t  procedure 
are also provided.
The U n it Chairmen from urban units  considered f iv e  of the s ix  
categories higher, as to  the degree o f understanding needed, than did
those U n it Chairmen from ru ra l u n its .
The competences in  the category, Program Evaluation, had a 
t-v a lu e  o f -1 .8 4  and a p ro b a b ility  leve l of .07 , ind ica ting  th a t these 
composite means were not in  agreement. U n it Chairmen from urban un its
considered th is  category of higher importance than did those from
ru ra l un its .
For the category, Program Evaluation, the nu ll hypothesis of 
no d ifferences between the U n it Chairmen located in  urban units  and 
those U n it Chairmen located in  ru ra l un its  regarding th e ir  perception  
of the degree o f understanding o f the competences needed by local 
(non-Extension) ind iv idu als  fo rm a lly  involved in  developing the local 
u n it 's  Extension program was re jec ted .
Number o f Ind iv idu als  Formally Involved
Table 56 shows the composite mean scores fo r  the s ix  Extension 
program development concept categories by Extension Agents' and U n it 
Chairmen's indicated number o f local non-Extension ind iv idu a ls  form ally  
involved in developing the local u n it 's  Extension program. P ro b a b ility
TABLE 56
Extension Agents' and U n it Chairmen's Perceptions as to  the Degree o f Understanding Needed o f Extension 
Program Development Concept Categories By Number of Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
N=230
Number of Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
Concept Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework 17.950 21.200 21.607 20.778 21.461 21.282 .39
B. Organizational Base 18.300 20.740 21.857 21.396 22.949 19.872 .03
C. Program Determination 17.500 20.400 21.333 19.722 21.667 20.103 .26
D. Program Strategy 17.050 19.429 20.444 18.906 21.000 18.692 .29
E. Program Action 16.700 18.800 18.893 19.426 20.103 18.949 .21
F. Program Evaluation 16.950 18.980 17.643 18.389 19.513 17.820 .74
Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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leve ls  yie lded by the analysis o f variance procedure fo r  tes tin g  
d ifferences between the s ix  groups are also ind icated. I t  was observed 
th a t those respondents w ith th ir ty -o n e  to  f i f t y  ind iv iduals  form ally  
involved considered the degree o f understanding needed higher fo r  f iv e  
of the concept categories than the other f iv e  groups. On the other 
hand, those w ith one to  ten ind iv idu a ls  consider the degree o f under­
standing needed le a s t fo r  a l l  o f the concept categories. The concept 
category, In s t itu t io n a l Framework, was considered to  require a higher 
degree o f understanding by those respondents w ith sixteen to  twenty 
involved w hile those respondents w ith  th ir ty  to  f i f t y  involved  
considered the degree of understanding to be s lig h tly  less. The 
concept category, O rganizational Base, had a p ro b a b ility  leve l o f .03. 
This s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t d iffe ren ce  tended to be between the 
means o f the one to  ten group and th r ity -o n e  to  f i f t y  group. Based on 
th is  analysis the nu ll hypothesis o f no d iffe ren ce  between the 
Extension Agents' and U n it Chairmen's perceptions of the degree of 
understanding of the concepts needed by local (non-Extension) 
ind iv idu a ls  when comparing these two groups of Extension personnel on 
the basis o f the indicated number o f local (non-Extension) ind iv iduals  
fo rm ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension program was 
re jected  as i t  re la ted  to the category, O rganizational Base.
A breakdown o f the s ix  Extension program development concept 
categories in to  the s p e c ific  concepts grouped under them is  given in  
Table 57. Indicated w ith in  each concept category are the mean scores, 
of the degree o f understanding of the concepts needed by local non- 
Extension ind iv idu a ls  form ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's
TABLE 57
A Comparison o f Concepts, as to the Perceived Degree o f Understanding 
Needed by Local Ind iv iduals Formally Involved in Developing the Local U n it's  
Extension Program, By Respondents According to the Number o f Ind iv iduals Indicated  
As Being Formally Involved in  Developing the Local U n it's  Extension Program.
N=230
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
Concept Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30 
• (Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework
Cooperative Extension Service as a 
national educational system. 3.300 3.750 3.464 3.577 3.611 3.763 .50
Philosophy o f the Cooperative Extension 
Service. 3.200 3.860 3.893 3.630 3.763 3.846 .34
Scope and re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  o f the 
V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service. 3.368 4.042 4.071 3.889 4.128 4.103 .47
The mission statement o f the V irg in ia  
Cooperative Extension Service. 3.111 3.583 3.519 3.434 3.703 3.461 .89
Interdependence o f organizations  
(public and p r iv a te ). 3.688 3.360 3.536 3.426 3.538 3.395 .67
The environment o f the organization  
(in te rn a l and e x te rn a l). 2.941 3.188 3.370 3.075 3.555 3.139 .48
Composite 17.950 21.200 21.607 20.778 21.461 21.282
fN
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TABLE 57 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
Concept Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
B. Organizational Base
General s itu a tio n a l and organizational 
aspects th a t re la te  to  the local u n it 's  
Extension Program Development. 3.053 3.612 3.926 3.472 3.846 3.513 .09
A complete analysis o f county (o r c ity )  
th a t lim its  and shapes the local u n it 's  
Extension Program. 3.200 3.860 3.893 3.630 3.763 3.846 .34
Potentia l audiences o f Extension 
educational programs. 3.368 4.042 4.071 3.889 4.128 4.103 .47
Program Development a process to  
create conditions where needs and 
differences are brought out, managed, 
and re s u lt in  planned action . 3.111 3.583 3.519 3.434 3.703 3.461 .89
Programs seek to re la te  ind iv idual 
needs and organizational goals. 3.668 3.360 3.536 3.426 3.638 3.395 .67
Conceptualization o f problem-solving 
in Extension program development. 3.125 3.268 3.410 3.448 3.138 3.040 .07
Composite 18.300 20.740 21.857 21.396 22.949 19.872 .03
r•*.
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TABLE 57 (c o n tin u e d )
Number of Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
1-10 11-15 16-20 21-30 31-50 51>
Concept Category________________________________ (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) P
C. Program Determination
Systematic decision making about
program goals and ob jectives. 3.000 3.500 3.185 3.245 3.500 3.342 .89
People involvement group made up o f 
representatives from the various
potentia l audiences. 3.000 3.918 4.111 3.885 4.210 3.947 .16
Social s e n s it iv ity  or empathy in  terms 
o f cu ltu ra l and socio-economic needs
and in te re s t. 3.400 3.770 3.963 3.679 3.923 3.448 .03
Audience represen ta tive 's  p a rtic ip a tio n  
in  the program determination process 
(includes counseling, le g itim a tio n , 
and decision-making and problem­
so lv in g ). 2.900 3.735 3.846 3.558 3.974 3.448 .43
Concepts and p rin c ip les  necessary 
as the foundation o f subject m atter 
content in  the Extension educational
program. 2.647 3.182 2.440 3.176 3.432 3.135 .26
Training fo r  audience representatives
in Extension Program Development. 2.944 3.396 3.440 2.980 3.361 3.308 .19 POw  ■
TABLE 57 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
Concept Cateqory
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
Composite 17.500 20,400 21.333 19.722 21.667 20.103 .26
D. Program Strategy
Plan o f work as an o u tlin e  o f planned 
strateg ies fo r  one year or less. 2.750 3.542 3.500 3.420 3.946 3.308 .04
Plan o f action encompasses the four 
program emphasis areas o f A g ricu ltu re , 
Conmunity Resource Development, Family 
Resources, 4-H/Youth. 2.150 3.723 3.556 3.692 3.919 3,474 .50
Plan o f work allows fo r  the sequencing 
(including tim ing) con tinu ity  and 
interdependence among functions. 2.800 3.477 3.259 3.261 3.583 3.167 .20
Coordination fo r  external and in terna l 
organizational purposes. 2.579 3.317 3.231 3.042 3.314 2.914 .21
Outline o f educational objectives and 
actions to be accomplished w ith people 
to  enable them to reach th e ir  program 
objectives. 3.158 3.404 3.667 3.404 3.919 3.368 .17
Plan o f work contains s tra teg ies  fo r  
in d iv id u a l, group and community 
change. 2.900 3.435 3.615 3.380 3.730 3.351 .17
TABLE 57 (c o n tin u e d )
Concept Category
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
1-10 11-15 16-20 21-30 
(Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
Composite 17.050 19.429 20.444 18.906 21.000 18.692 .29
Program Action
Teaching plans o u tlin e  the sp ec ific  
educational objectives and the 
expected re s u lts . 2.722 3.239 2.889 3.191 3.543 3.028 .19
Volunteers contribute time and/or 
m aterial resources w ithout cohesion 
and without personal m aterial gain. 3.684 3.674 3.538 3.868 4.143 3.806 .21
Teaching must be learner (in d iv id u a l, 
group, community) centered. 3.053 3.775 3.464 3.509 4.083 3.829 .02
Information d is tr ib u tio n  is  Extension 
Agent's primary goal. 3.150 3.978 3.607 3.784 4.081 3.806 .14
Psychological map o f expectations of 
roles in Extension (professional or 
vo lunteer). 2.687 3.028 3.391 2.956 3.222 2.812 .39
Dynamics o f volunteerism. 2.833 3.311 3.320 3.442 3.714 3.568 .27
Composite 16.700 18.800 18.893 19.426 20.103 18.949 .21
ro
to
TABLE 57 (c o n tin u e d )
Concept Category
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
1-10 11-15 16-20 21-30 
(Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
F. Program Evaluation
Evaluation as a generic phenomenon may 
include several approaches. 2.889 3.348 3.111 3.200 3.588 3.265 .37
Evaluations deal w ith how the program 
followed the o rig in a l plan. 3.158 3.341 3.167 3.038 3.333 3.054 .37
Technological e ffic ie n c y  and computer 
data are means o f helping humans to 
make eva luative  judgement. 2.944 3.136 2.923 2.808 3.132 3.061 .74
Program evaluation as a management to o l. 3.100 3.417 3.481 3.528 3.718 3.552 .67
Assessment o f the degree to which objec­
tive s  are achieved versus to ta l success. 3.111 3.530 3.280 3.302 3.641 3.359 .37
Strategy assessment determines the 
effectiveness o f sp ec ific  inputs fo r  
achieving change. 2.947 3.348 3.154 3.157 3.237 3.059 .91
Composite 16.950 18.980 17.643 18.389 19.513 17.820 .74
Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen: V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service, 1980.
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Extension program, as perceived by the Extension Agents and U nit 
Chairmen r e la t iv e  to  the indicated number o f local non-Extension 
in d iv id u a ls  fo rm ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension 
program. P ro b a b ility  leve ls  y ielded by the analysis o f variance  
procedure fo r  tes tin g  d ifferences between the s ix  groups are also  
ind icated . I t  was observed th a t there were f iv e  concepts th a t had 
p ro b a b ility  leve ls  of .10 or less ind ica ting  s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t  
d ifferences between the means. Perception o f the degree of under­
standing needed of the concept "general s itu a tio n a l and organ izational 
aspects th a t re la te  to  the local u n it 's  Extension program development" 
was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .09 le v e l. The Extension Agents 
and U n it Chairmen w ith sixteen to  twenty ind iv idu a ls  fo rm ally  involved 
considered the needed degree of understanding of th is  concept by those 
local non-Extension ind iv idu als  form ally  involved to be higher while  
those Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen in the one to ten group 
considered the degree o f understanding needed le a s t o f the s ix  groups. 
Perception o f the degree o f understanding needed of the concept 
"conceptualization o f problem-solving in  Extension program development" 
was s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t  the .07 le v e l. The Extension Agents 
and U n it Chairmen w ith twenty-one to  th ir t y  ind iv idu als  form ally  
involved considered the needed degree o f understanding o f th is  concept 
by those local non-Extension ind iv idu a ls  fo rm ally  involved to  be 
higher w hile those Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen in the f if ty -o n e  
or more group considered the degree of understanding needed le a s t of 
the s ix  groups. Perception o f the degree o f understanding needed of 
the concept "social s e n s it iv ity  or empathy in  terms o f c u ltu ra l and
socio-economic needs and in te re s t"  was s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t  
the .03 le v e l. The Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen w ith sixteen  
to twenty ind iv iduals  fo rm a lly  involved considered the needed degree of 
understanding o f th is  concept by those local (non-Extension) ind iv idu als  
form ally  involved to be higher w hile those Extension Agents and U nit 
Chairmen in the one to ten group considered the degree of understanding
needed le a s t o f the s ix  groups. Perception of the degree o f under­
standing needed of the concept "plan o f work as an o u tlin e  o f planned 
stra teg ies  fo r  one year or less" was s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the 
.04 le v e l. The Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen w ith th ir ty -o n e  to  
f i f t y  ind iv iduals  fo rm ally  involved considered the needed degree of 
understanding o f th is  concept by those local non-Extension ind iv idu als  
fo rm ally  involved to be higher w hile those Extension Agents and U nit 
Chairmen in the one to  ten group considered the degree of understanding
needed le a s t o f the s ix  groups. Perception of the degree o f under­
standing needed of the concept "teaching must be learner ( in d iv id u a l, 
group, community) centered" was s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t a t the .02 
le v e l. The Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen w ith th irty -o n e  to  f i f t y  
ind iv idu a ls  fo rm ally  involved considered the needed degree o f under­
standing o f th is  concept by those local non-Extension ind iv iduals  
fo rm a lly  involved to  be higher w hile those Extension Agents and Unit 
Chairmen in the one to  ten group considered the degree of understanding 
needed le a s t o f the s ix  groups.
Table 58 shows the composite mean scores fo r  the s ix  Extension 
program development categories by those Extension Agents' and U n it 
Chairmen's indicated number o f local non-Extension ind iv idu als  form ally
TABLE 58
Extension Agents' and Unit Chairmen's Perceptions as to  the Degree o f Understanding Needed of the 
Categories, Based on the W ithin Competences, By Number of Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
N=230
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
1-10
Competences by Category______________________ (Mean)
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework 45.050
B. Organizational Base 41.350
C. Program Determination 40.950
D. Program Strategy 42.900
E. Program Action 44.850
F. Program Evaluation 41.100
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
48.270 49.821 49.537 51.538 46.795 .22
48.980 49.393 48.593 49.692 46.667 .24
45.840 47.321 44.907 47.538 44.949 .43
47.700 46.964 47.981 51.564 47.846 .61
50.280 48.536 50.426 52.487 50.718 .66
46.140 43.821 44.439 48.154 44.743 .77
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involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension program.
P ro b a b ility  leve ls  y ie lded  by the analysis of variance procedure fo r  
tes tin g  d ifferences between the s ix  groups are also indicated.
I t  was observed th a t those respondents w ith th irty -o n e  to  
f i f t y  ind iv idu a ls  fo rm ally  involved considered the degree o f under­
standing needed higher than the other f iv e  groups, ind icating  a "peak" 
in  the perceived degree o f understanding needed of the categories by 
those local (non-Extension ind iv idu als  fo rm ally  involved in  developing 
the local u n it 's  Extension program. The Extension Agents and U nit 
Chairmen w ith one to ten ind iv idu als  fo rm ally  involved considered the 
degree o f understanding needed le a s t of the s ix  groups. Of these six  
concept categories none had a p ro b a b ility  leve l th a t was s ta t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n if ic a n t, in d ica tin g  th a t there was agreement as to  the degree of 
understanding needed o f these categories by those local (non-Extension) 
ind iv idu als  form ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension 
program. However, two categories' p ro b a b ilit ie s  indicated a tendency 
towards disagreement. These were In s t itu t io n a l Framework and 
Organizational Base.
Based on th is  ana lys is , the nu ll hypothesis o f no d iffe ren ce  
between the Extension Agents' and U n it Chairmen's perception of the 
degree o f understanding of the concepts needed by local (non-Extension) 
ind iv idu als  when comparing these two groups of Extension personnel on 
the basis o f the ind icated number o f local (non-Extension) ind iv iduals  
fo rm ally  involved in developing the local u n it 's  Extension program was 
not re jec ted .
A breakdown of the s ix  Extension program development categories  
in to  the s p e c ific  competences grouped under them is  given in  Table 59.
TABLE 59
A Comparison o f Competences, as to the Perceived Degree of Understanding 
Needed by Local Ind iv iduals Formally Involved in Developing the Local U n it's  
Extension Program, By Respondents According to  the Number o f Ind iv iduals Indicated  
As Being Formally Involved in  Developing the Local U n it's  Extension Program.
N=230
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
Competence by Cateqory
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
A. In s titu tio n a l Framework
S k il l fu l  in  the assessment o f the 
b e lie fs  and value systems represented 
in the respective county or c ity . 31750 3.875 3.815 3.904 4.081 3.744 .80
S k il lfu l  in  the synthesis o f conmuni- 
cation w ith groups and organizations. 3.400 3.612 3.536 3.667 3.750 3.487 .69
A b il ity  to  grasp the s ignificance  
of organizational goals and ob jectives. 3.100 3.740 3.607 3.574 4.158 3.615 .05
Comprehends the operational 
procedures o f the V irg in ia  Cooperative 
Extension Service. 2.737 3.367 3.296 3.308 3.763 3.026 .04
A b il ity  to judge the impact o f in te r ­
personal behavior upon the organiza­
tion a l goals and objectives. 2.800 3.170 3.259 3.320 3.316 3.108 .81
h0
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TABLE 59 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
A b il ity  to evaluate the relevancy of 
data ( i . e . ,  s o c ia l, economic, c u ltu ra l,  
in s t itu t io n a l and p o l i t ic a l )  to  the 
local s itu a tio n . 3.300 3.440 3.536 3.340 3.538 3.231 .60
S k il l fu l  in  the app lication  o f in te r ­
personal re lationsh ips fo r  e ffe c tiv e  
organizational performance. 3.250 3.271 3.444 3.769 3.359 3.289 .39
S k il l fu l  in  the analysis o f issues and 
concerns to  a community. 4.000 4.060 4.107 4.151 4.308 3.763 .04
A b il ity  to  in tegra te  organizational 
resources in to  a plan fo r  solving 
problems. 3.158 3.804 3.571 3.558 3.895 3.410 .31
S k il lfu l  in  the assumption o f a 
leadership ro le . 3.450 3.833 3.821 3.924 4.077 3.795 .56
Able to accurately judge the 
adequacy w ith which conclusions are 
supported by data. 3.210 3.408 3.731 3.353 3.378 3.026 .06
Able to define the audiences which 
Extension proposes to reach. 3.600 4.106 3.964 3.827 4.026 3.487 .04
TABLE 59 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
A b il ity  to  increase awareness o f group 
processes and the consequences on group 
performance. 2.895 3.149 3.481 3.245 3.540 2.974 .03
Able to  manage programs according to 
re levant objectives ra th er than 
"past p ractices". 3.158 3.681 3.808 3.868 3.684 3.513 .24
Composite 45.050 48.270 49.821 49.537 51.538 46.795 .22
B. Organizational Base
S k il l fu l  in  the locating  of information  
th a t provides ins igh t in to  the overa ll 
un it s itu a tio n . 3.050 3.756 3.429 3.596 3.590 3.184 .23
S k il lfu l  in the id e n tif ic a tio n  o f 
potentia l audiences. 3.500 3.708 3.630 3.774 3.974 3.333 .51
Knowledgeable o f the contemporary 
society s itu a tions  th a t impact and 
shape the respective program emphasis 
areas. 3.250 3.562 3.571 3.577 3.677 3.333 .83
S k il lfu l  in  the in teg ra tio n  of know­
ledge from d if fe re n t  areas in to  a plan 
fo r problem-solving. 3.947 3.456 3.286 3.396 3.359 3.308 .61 £
«■.
TABLE 59 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
Able to  analyze the needs and in te re s t  
of not only in d iv id u a ls , but groups 
and committees. 3.150 3.659 3.750 3.755 3,769 3.692 .50
Knowledgeable o f resources which are 
non-local and external to  the 
Extension service. 2.947 3.521 3.500 3.392 3.324 3.184 .68
Comprehends the po ten tia l aucience's 
s itu a tio n . 3.500 3.708 3.929 3.755 3.889 3.553 .34
Recognizes the need fo r  democratic 
process in Extension program 
development. 2.947 3.980 4.037 3.904 3.974 3.923 .01
Understands and accepts the strengths 
and lim ita tio n s  of problem-solving 
through group in te ra c tio n . 3.056 3.939 3.741 3.811 3.811 3.410 .03
Requires a lo t  o f input from others 
before can recognize problems or needs 
of the people. 2.889 3.690 3.454 3.196 3.389 3.200 .11
Comprehends one's re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  
which a ffe c t  the functioning o f the 
group. 2.850 3.775 4.036 3.736 3.871 3.590 .03 r>
TABLE 59 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
A b il ity  to  analyze s itu a tio n a l in fo r ­
mation and d isplay the information  
appropriate ly . 2.737 3.422 3.444 3.170 3.448 3.210 .19
E ffec tive  in  helping others in  
determining the re la t iv e  importance 
of p r io r it ie s . 3.100 3.830 3.571 3.574 3.746 3.461 .03
A b il ity  to estab lish  a plan fo r  ro ta tion  
and f i l l i n g  o f vacancies in program 
development groups. 2.737 3.463 3.680 3.392 3.351 3.108 .15
Composite 41.350 48.980 49.393 48.593 49.692 46.667 .24
C. Program Determination
Understands th a t social systems are not 
the same as cu ltu ra l systems. 2.824 2.915 3.083 3.000 3.471 2.865 .66
S k il lfu l  in the id e n tif ic a t io n  of 
the components o f the social system. 2.526 3.067 3.160 2.804 3.181 2.811 .50
Knowledgeable o f the leadership  
structure w ith in  the targeted audience. 3.210 3.449 3.643 3.769 3.949 3.447 .17
r>0u
TABLE 59 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15 
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51>
(Mean) P
Ins igh t in to  the various leadership  
functions carried  out by c lie n te le  
representatives. 3.111 3.458 3.518 3.255 3.718 3.351 .15
Values power as pos itive  force in  the 
shaping o f the local Extension Program. 2.750 3.239 3.333 3.143 3.580 3.294 .30
Recognizes th a t re levant educational 
objectives are derived from the needs 
and problems id e n tif ie d  through a 
planning process. 3.150 3.939 3.852 3.648 3.948 3.872 .24
U tiliz e s  the concepts and practices  
from relevant d isc ip lin es  th a t are 
applicable to the problem or needs. 3.158 3.375 3.286 3.269 3.486 2.944 .29
Analyze the s itu a tio n , needs, and 
in te re s t o f the people. 3.850 3.980 4.179 4.018 4.000 4.128 .80
C o llec t, analyze and in te rp re t data 
as to i ts  usefulness. 3.150 3.553 3.630 3.113 3.378 3.378 .15
S k il lfu l  in  the in te rp re ta tio n  of 
appropriate research resu lts . 3.111 3.250 3.192 2.816 3.028 2.861 .33
TABLE 59 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51>
(Mean) P
S k il lfu l  in the in te ra c tio n  w ith various 
cu ltu ra l and social groups represented 
in  the local (county or c ity )  u n it. 3.316 3.553 3.714 3.593 3.789 3.615 .93
Abel to formulate a new scheme fo r  
attempting to solve problems. 3.150 3.478 3.714 3.547 3.605 3.342 .44
S k il l fu l  in  creating an environment fo r  
e ffe c tiv e  people involvement in  program 
planning. 2.900 3.745 3.482 3.444 3.789 3.474 .05
A b il ity  to  estab lish  c le a r ly  defined 
c r i te r ia . 3.105 3.532 3.667 3.216 3.513 3.333 .32
Composite 40.950 45.840 47.321 44.907 47.538 44.949 .43
D. Program Strategy
A working understanding o f the precise 
nature o f the c lie n te le  who are 
concerned w ith a problem. 3.200 3.687 3.536 3.472 3.769 3.474 .78
S k il lfu l  in  the establishment o f the 
appropriate teaching-learning process. 3.111 3.304 3.037 3.265 3.316 3.486 .75
Able to apply appropriate resources in 
the design o f the learning experiences. 2.895 3.409 3.259 3.327 3.410 3.474 .76 !
TABLE 59 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
A b il ity  to  use judgement in  accurately  
evaluating the s itu a tio n . 3.250 4.042 3.536 3.924 3.846 3.684 .58
Recognizes the value o f various team 
e ffo rts  to the development o f the local 
u n it 's  Extension program. 3.526 3.940 3.643 3.667 4.053 3.710 .63
S k il l fu l  in  the use o f volunteer leader­
ship in the development o f the local 
u n it 's  program. 3.350 3.689 3.296 3.615 3.892 3.811 .39
Able to  conceptualize the behavioral 
changes needed to  achieve stated  
program objectives. 2.765 3.333 3.308 3.113 3.513 3.128 .40
Demonstrates a commitment to the 
development o f an appropriate plan of 
work as a function of the u n it s ta f f . 3.167 3.636 3.600 3.224 3.686 3.132 .17
A b il ity  to estimate the fu tu re  
consequences (planned and unplanned) 
of the program objectives. 3.158 3.489 3.538 3.302 3.410 3.000 .19
Demonstrates working a b i l i t ie s  in  
public group decision-making. 3.100 3.600 3.741 3.500 3.769 3.421 .11
rs
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TABLE 59 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
S k il l fu l  in  estab lish ing  rapport with  
potentia l audiences. 3.368 3.907 3.536 3.558 4.000 3.868 .65
Recognizes th a t public re la tio n s  begins 
with one's s e lf . 3.684 4.064 3.630 3.887 4.243 4.000 .41
A b il ity  to appropriate ly  resolve  
c o n flic ts  when arises in people 
involvement groups. 3.368 3.851 3.571 3.887 3.923 3.590 .70
S k il l fu l  in  the form ulation of strateg ies  
fo r  in d iv id u a l, group and community 
problem-solving. 3.158 3.600 3.214 3.698 3.897 3.474 .42
Composite 42.900 47.700 46.964 47.981 51.5.64 47.846 .61
E. Program Action
S k il l fu l  in  the in it ia t io n  of action to  
achieve sp ec ific  program objectives. 3.200 3.447 3.107 3.585 3.622 3.447 .63
Comprehends the importance of 
volunteers in  Extension program 
development. 3.300 4.040 3.857 4.148 4.128 4.132 .17
ro
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TABLE 59 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
A b il ity  to grasp the significances and 
discrepancies between the o rg an iza tio n a lly  
re levant expectations o f the ind iv idual 
and his or her experiences as he (she) 
sees them. 2.600 3.276 3.461 3.372 3.388 3.278 .27
A b il ity  to  recognize the contributions  
o f others. 3.900 4.180 4.036 4.130 4.231 4.359 .99
Recognizes diplomacy as an e ffe c tiv e  
approach to people involvement. 3.474 4.143 3.889 3.981 4.256 4.000 .29
Accepts one's leadership ro le  as c r i t ic a l  
to the implementation o f the local u n it 's  
Extension Program . 3.350 4.083 3.963 3.830 4.179 4.051 .43
S k il lfu l  in  assessing community 
resources fo r  programs d e live ry  ( i . e . ,  
f a c i l i t i e s ,  produce, c it iz e n  support fo r  
the learner group). 3.100 3.860 3.714 3.778 3.846 3.615 .24
Recognizes th a t low tru s t induces 
defensive behavior. 3.300 4.021 3.680 3.731 4.057 3.861 .07
Comprehends the relevance o f the charac­
te r  o f the problem s itu a tio n  involving the 
sender and rece iver o f communications. 2.895 3.591 3.286 3.255 3.541 3.333 .19 §
TABLE 59 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51>
(Mean) P
S k il lfu l  in  the id e n t if ic a t io n , re c ru it ­
ment, and tra in in g  o f volunteers. 2.947 3.454 3.179 3.481 3.789 3.667 .14
S k il l fu l  in  dealing w ith c lie n te le  
in  a pos itive  way. 3.350 4.000 3.607 3.961 4.158 4.158 .06
Recognizes behavioral v a r ia b i l i t y  a t  
various leve ls  ( i . e . ,  the group, the 
o rgan ization ). 3.000 3.609 3.038 3.269 3.639 3.432 .10
Recognizes m otivation as being external 
to the in d iv id u a l. 3.210 3.204 3.435 3.160 3.559 2.882 .36
Enthusiasm fo r  Extension responsi­
b i l i t i e s ,  and re la ted  work 4.053 4.020 4.036 4.093 4.184 4.154 .90
Composite 44.850 50.280 48.536 50.426 52.487 50.718 .66
F. Program Evaluation
S k il lfu l  in making carefu l comparison o f 
observed data w ith established c r i te r ia . 3.000 3.261 3.125 3.098 3.351 3.027 .90
Recognizes the types o f people who 
need eva luative inform ation about 
programs. 2.850 3.409 3.240 3.137 3.444 3.286 .41
IV '
TABLE 59 (c o n tin u e d )
Number of Non-Extension Ind iv iduals  Formally Involved
Competence bv Cateaorv
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
S k il lfu l  in d istingu ish ing between facts  
and assumptions. 3.250 3.775 3.778 3.434 4.026 3.385 .02
S k il l fu l  in  dealing w ith value 
questions. 2.947 3.574 3.500 3.169 3.622 3.210 .08
Recognizes the lim ita tio n s  of 
technological progress and managerial 
science on learner a ttitu d e s . 2.700 3.273 3.200 2.940 3.351 2.947 .23
Knowledgeable in  the lim ita tio n s  used 
in data gathering. 2.842 3.152 3.125 3.000 3.305 2.889 .53
S k il lfu l  in  the methods and techniques 
of evaluation applicable to the local 
u n it 's  s itu a tio n . 3.053 3.396 3.346 3.078 3.342 3,222 .37
W illingness to determine the e ffe c ts  
of the actions taken. 3.250 3.437 3.269 3.519 3.789 3.730 .56
Knowledgeable in the processes of 
assessing new s itu a tio n s . 3.300 3.708 3.429 3.660 3.538 3.579 .89
Understands the established c r i te r ia  
from which to do a program evaluation  
in  local u n it 's  s itu a tio n a l statement. 2.895 3.265 3.280 3.245 3.361 3.278 296
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TABLE 5 9 (c o n tin u e d )
Number o f Non-Extension Ind iv iduals Formally Involved
Competence by Category
1-10
(Mean)
11-15
(Mean)
16-20
(Mean)
21-30
(Mean)
31-50
(Mean)
51 > 
(Mean) P
A b il ity  to analyze the program 
objectives and pro ject possible re s u lts . 3.000 3.469 3.407 3.333 3.676 3.316 .23
Recognizes weaknesses o f previous year's  
plan o f work and takes correc tive  
action . 3.316 3.745 3.429 3.429 3.892 3.684 .62
Seeks po licy changes when evident th a t 
the po licy  impedes program development. 3.235 3.511 3.481 3.574 3.784 3.784 .63
A b il ity  to  appraise the success or 
fa ilu re s  o f a program based on d e fin ite  
c r i te r ia  expected and agreed upon. 3.000 3.900 3.500 3.660 4.054 3.722 .08
Composite 41.100 46.140 43.821 44.439 48.154 44.743 .77
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Indicated w ith in  each category are the mean scores o f the degree of 
understanding needed accorded each o f the competences by the Extension 
Agents and U n it Chairmen re la t iv e  to the indicated number o f local 
(non-Extension) ind iv idu als  fo rm ally  involved in developing the local 
u n it 's  Extension program. P ro b a b ility  leve ls  y ielded by the analysis  
of variance procedure fo r  tes tin g  d ifferences between the s ix  groups 
are also indicated.
I t  was observed th a t there were seventeen competences th a t 
had p ro b a b ility  leve ls  of .10 or lower ind icating  s ta t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n t d ifferences between the means. Eleven o f these 
seventeen competences are summarized in  the fo llow ing statements.
Six o f the eleven competences are lis te d  below w ith th e ir  
leve l of s ign ificance .
1. A b il ity  to grasp the s ign ificance of organ izational goals 
and objectives -  .05 le v e l.
2. Comprehends the operational procedures o f the V irg in ia  
Cooperative Extension Service -  .04 le v e l.
3. S k i l l fu l  in  the analysis o f issues and concerns to a 
community -  .04 le v e l.
4. A b il i ty  to  increase awareness of group processes and the 
consequences on group performance -  .03 le v e l.
5. S k i l l fu l  in  creating  an environment fo r  e ffe c tiv e  people 
involvement in  program planning -  .05 le v e l.
6. S k i l l fu l  in  d istingu ish ing  between facts  and assumptions -  
.02 le v e l .
For each o f these s ix  competences mentioned above, Extension Agents and 
U nit Chairmen w ith th ir ty -o n e  to  f i f t y  ind iv iduals  fo rm ally  involved 
considered the degree o f understanding needed o f each of these 
competences by those local (non-Extension) ind iv idu als  fo rm ally  involved
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to  be higher w hile those Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen in the one 
to  ten group considered the degree o f understanding needed le a s t of the 
six  groups.
Three of the eleven competences are l is te d  below w ith th e ir  
leve l o f s ign ificance.
1. Able to define the audiences which Extension proposes to  
reach -  .04  le v e l.
2. Understands and accepts the strengths and lim ita tio n s  of 
problem-solving through group in te ra c tio n  -  .03 le v e l.
3. E ffe c tiv e  in  helping others in  determining the re la t iv e  
importance of p r io r it ie s  -  .03 le v e l.
The f i r s t  concept o f the three lis te d  above, the Extension 
Agents and U n it Chairmen with eleven to  f i f te e n  ind iv iduals  form ally  
involved considered the degree of understanding needed o f th is  
competence by those local (non-Extension) ind iv iduals  fo rm ally  involved  
to be higher while those Extension Agents and U nit Chairmen in the 
f if ty -o n e  or more considered the degree o f understanding needed 
le a s t o f the s ix  groups. The second and th ird  competence lis te d  
above, the Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen w ith eleven to  f i f te e n  
ind iv idu a ls  form ally  involved considered the degree of understanding 
needed o f th is  competence by those local (non-Extension) ind iv iduals  
fo rm a lly  involved to be higher w hile those Extension Agents and Unit 
Chairmen in the one to ten group considered the degree o f understanding 
needed le a s t of the s ix  groups.
The two remaining competences o f the eleven are l is te d  below 
w ith th e ir  leve l o f s ig n ifican ce .
1. Recognizes the need fo r  democratic process in  Extension 
program development -
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2. Comprehends one's re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  which a f fe c t  the 
functioning o f the group -  .03 le v e l.
For the two competences mentioned above, Extension Agents and 
U nit Chairmen w ith sisteen to  twenty ind iv idu als  fo rm ally  involved  
considered the degree o f understanding needed of each o f these 
competences by those local (non-Extension) ind iv idu als  fo rm ally  involved  
to  be higher w hile those Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen in  the one 
to  ten group considered the degree o f understanding needed le a s t of 
the s ix  groups.
CHAPTER 7
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
This study centered around the perceptions Extension Agents, 
U nit Chairmen and D is t r ic t  S ta f f  had of concepts and competences 
re la te d  to  an Extension Program Development model developed by the 
Program Development Ad Hoc Committee of the Extension Committee 
on Organization and Po licy  (ECOP). These concepts and competences 
were id e n tif ie d  in  two separate ways, (1 ) those of importance to  
Extension Agents in  Extension Program Development; (2 ) those perceived 
as requiring  some degree o f understanding by local (non-Extension) 
ind iv idu als  form ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension 
program.
Purpose of the Study
The overa ll purpose o f th is  study was to determine whether 
there were s ig n ific a n t d ifferences in  the perceptions o f selected  
Extension Agents, U n it Chairmen and D is t r ic t  S ta ff  re la t iv e  to  
Extension Program Development.
S p ec ific  Objectives
1. To study the perceived importance o f sp ec ific  concepts 
re la te d  to  local Extension Program Development by selected Professional 
Personnel o f the V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service.
2. To study the perceived importance o f sp e c ific  competences 
re la te d  to  local Extension Program Development by selected Professional
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Personnel S ta f f  of the V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service.
3. To study the Extension A gents', U nit Chairmen's, and 
D is t r ic t  S ta f f 's  perceptions as to  what degree o f understanding of 
the concepts is  needed by local (non-Extension) people form ally  
involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension Program.
4. To study the Extension Agents', U nit Chairmen's, and 
D is t r ic t  S ta f f 's  perceptions as to what degree of understanding of 
the competences is  needed by local (non-Extension) people form ally  
involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension Program.
5. To examine the perceptional d ifferences among groups of 
the V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension S erv ice 's  Professional F ie ld  S ta f f  
towards Extension Program Development conceptualized by the Program 
Development Ad Hoc Committee.
6. To examine the perceptional d ifferences among V irg in ia  
Cooperative Extension S erv ice 's  Professional F ie ld  S ta f f  towards the 
needed understanding of Extension Program Development by local (non- 
Extension) people fo rm ally  involved in  the u n it 's  Extension Program 
Development.
7. To examine the perceptual d ifferences among the V irg in ia  
Cooperative Extension S erv ice 's  Professional F ie ld  S ta ff  based on th e ir  
u n it 's  designation as a ru ra l or urban u n it based on to ta l population  
fo r  th e ir  respective u n it .
8. To examine the perceptual d ifferences among groups of 
V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension S erv ice 's  Professional F ie ld  S ta ff  
re la t iv e  to  the selected concepts and competences important in  the 
local u n it 's  Extension Program Development.
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Methodology
The population was id e n tif ie d  as Extension Agents, Unit 
Chairmen and D is t r ic t  S ta f f  o f the V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension 
Service. From th is  population, 295 questionnaires were returned via  
mail representing a 70 percent retu rn . General inform ation was 
obtained in  section I I  o f the questionnaire. The data obtained 
included:
1. Educational leave.
2. Years on the S ta ff  o f V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension 
Service.
3. Years in  Present Position .
4. Number o f years involved in  a local u n it 's  Extension 
program development a t u n it le v e l.
5. Years as U n it Chairman.
6. Estimated percentage of to ta l annual time spent in  one of 
the program emphasis areas.
7. Number non-Extension ind iv idu als  are fo rm ally  involved 
in  developing your local u n it 's  Extension Program.
8. Type o f f u l l  time occupational experiences other than in  
the V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service.
9. P rim arily  liv e d  during the past f i f te e n  years.
10. Location o f u n it  as to  designation (ru ra l or urban) by 
population.
11. Position re la t iv e  to  Extension Agent, U nit Chairman, or 
D is t r ic t  S ta f f .
These variab les  were supplemented w ith the coded instrument 
which allowed the data to  be aggregated in to  urban and ru ra l u n it  
designations. Summary of the general inform ation was made in  
Chapter 4. Therefore, the presentation o f sp e c ific  find ings and 
im plications w il l  be the focus of th is  chapter.
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Summary of Findings 
The instrument used to  c o lle c t  data was in  two section.
Section I I ,  as previously mentioned, was used to c o lle c t the general 
inform ation. Section I  was arranged to obtain two responses re la ted  
to  the perceptions of concepts and two responses re la te d  to  the 
perceptions o f competences, a l l  o f which re la ted  to Extension program 
development.
With the two-column ra tin g  approach the respondents were 
instructed to  respond to one hundred and twenty items from a perceptual 
standpoint. The items were grouped according to sub-group designations 
which correspond to the s ix -b as ic  conceptual areas id e n tif ie d  in  the 
model previously c ite d . The responses to the perceptions o f the 
concepts or competences in  terms o f th e ir  importance to  Extension 
Agents in  Extension Program Development was sought on a f iv e -p o in t  
scale (Column 1) from "Very High Importance" to  "Very Low Importance."
A category fo r  "No Importance or Not Applicable" was provided. The 
perception o f each of the respondents as to the degree o f understanding 
of the concepts and competences needed by local (non-Extension) 
ind iv iduals  fo rm a lly  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension 
Program was sought on a f iv e -p o in t  scale (Column I I I )  from "Very High 
Degree" to  "Very Low Degree". A category fo r  "No Understanding Needed 
or Not Applicable" was provided.
General Inform ation
Of the 295 respondents 202 were Extension Agents or 68 percent, 
73 were U n it Chairmen or 25 percent, and 20 D is t r ic t  S ta f f  or 7 
percent. Further analysis o f the Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen
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revealed th a t of the 202 Extension Agents 78 or 26 percent were from 
units  designated urban fo r  th is  study, w hile 124 or 42 percent of the 
agents were from units  designated ru ra l fo r  th is  study. The U n it 
Chairmen from urban un its  were 19 or 7 percent o f the to ta l group of 
respondents w hile those from ru ra l un its  were 54 or 18 percent o f the 
to ta l group of respondents. D is t r ic t  S ta f f  were considered in  
aggregation.
Respondents were considered by years on the s ta f f  o f the 
V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service. E ig h ty -s ix  percent o f the 
Extension Agents from urban units  had 15 years or less, w hile those 
agents from ru ra l un its  were made up o f 81 percent w ith 15 years or 
less. The U n it Chairmen in both designiations reported 51 percent 
with over 16 years or more and the D is t r ic t  S ta f f  was evenly s p l i t ,
50 percent w ith 15 years or less and 50 percent w ith 16 years or more.
In the to ta l group, 70 percent had 15 years or less.
The data was analyzed from the standpoint o f the d is tr ib u tio n  
of the respondents by years in th e ir  present pos ition . The Extension 
Agent categories , urban and ru ra l,  had 62 percent and 57 percent 
respective ly  fo r  the 5 years or less des ign ia tio n . The U n it Chairmen 
reported 31 percent w ith  5 years or less fo r  orban and 26 percent w ith  
5 years or less fo r  ru ra l u n its . D is t r ic t  S ta ff  reported 65 percent 
with 5 years or less in  present pos ition . The to ta l group of 
respondents had 52 percent in  the 5 year or less category in  th e ir  
present pos ition .
The d is tr ib u tio n  o f U n it Chairmen by the number o f years 
reported as a U n it Chairmen revealed th a t seventy-four percent of the
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respondents who are U n it Chairmen in urban units had less than 10 
years as U nit Chairman. S ix ty -n in e  percent o f those in  ru ra l un its  had . 
less than 10 years as U n it Chairman. As a to ta l ,  the U n it Chairmen 
respondents had 70 percent w ith less than 10 years as U n it Chairman.
When considered from the estimated percentage o f to ta l annual 
time spent by the respondents in  a given program emphasis area , 157 
or 57 percent indicated time spent in  the area of A g ric u ltu re .
F ifty -o n e  percent of the Extension Agents in  urban units  indicated  
th a t they spent 50 percent or more of th e ir  time in  th e ir  program 
emphasis area. S ixty-one percent of the Extension Agents in  ru ra l 
units  indicated th ^ t they spent 50 percent or more of th e ir  time in  
th is  program emphasis area. S ix ty -n in e  percent of the U n it Chairmen 
in  urban un its  indicated th a t 50 percent or more of th e ir  time was 
spent in  th is  program emphasis area. S ixty-tw o percent of the U nit 
Chairmen in  ru ra l un its  indicated th a t they spent f i f t y  percent or 
more o f th e ir  time in  the program emphasis area: A g ric u ltu re .
Of the estimated percentage o f to ta l annual time spent in  the 
program emphasis area, Community Resource Development, 184 or 67 
percent o f the 275 Extension Agents and U nit Chairmen indicated time 
spent in  Community Resource Development.
Of the estimated percentage o f to ta l time spent in  the program 
emphasis area, Family Resources, 162 or 59 percent o f the 275 Extension 
Agents and U n it Chairmen indicated time spent in  the area o f Family 
Resources. F i f t y  e ig h t percent o f these Extension Agents in  ru ra l 
un its  spent 50 percent or more o f th e ir  time in  the Family Resource 
area , w hile 43 percent of those from ru ra l un its  spent 50 percent or
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more o f th e ir  time in  th is  area. The U n it Chairmen from urban units  
who indicated timep spent in  th is  program emphasis area, 45 percent, 
indicated 50 percent o f th e ir  time was spent in Family Resources, 
w hile those U n it Chairmen from ru ra l un its  w ith time in  th is  area,
27 percent, ind icated th a t they spent 50 percent or more of th e ir  time 
in  th is  program emphasis area. However, 53 percent o f the 162 
indicated th a t 50 percent or more of th e ir  time was spent in  Family 
Resources.
Of the estimated percentage of the to ta l time spent in  the 
program emphasis area, 4-H/Youth, 242 or 88 percent o f the 275 
Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen indicated time spent in  th is  area.
Of these 242 respondents 59 percent indicated 20 percent or more of 
th e ir  time spent in  the program emphasis area , 4-H/Youth.
Respondents were asked to  in d ica te  the number of non-Extension 
ind iv iduals  fo rm a lly  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension 
program. Of the Extension Agents and U nit Chairmen, 85 percent 
indicated having people form ally  involved in  developing the local 
Extension program. Seventy-five percent o f the to ta l of 275 indicated  
having 16 or more fo rm a lly  involved in  developing the local Extension 
program.
The cen tra l hypothesis of th is  study was th a t there were no 
s ig n ific a n t d ifferences in  the perceptions of selected V irg in ia  
Cooperative Extension Services' professional personnel's perceptions 
of concepts and competences in  Extension program development. Analysis  
o f variance was the primary s ta t is t ic a l  procedure used 'to determine 
whether s ig n ific a n t d ifferences in  perceptions existed between the
t
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Extension Agents, U n it Chairmen and D is t r ic t  S ta f f .  Twenty null 
hypotheses were tested u t i l iz in g  the analysis o f variance or t - t e s t .  
Those s itu a tio n s  where s ig n ific a n t d ifferences existed are summarized 
in  the fo llow ing paragraphs.
Importance
Null Hypothesis (1 ) There are no d ifferences  
between Extension Agents' perceptions of the 
importance of the concepts re la t iv e  to Extension 
program development and the perceptions of the 
U nit Chairmen or D is t r ic t  S ta f f .
In  Table 22, page 64, the data revealed th a t ,  between these
three position  groups, there was no s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t
d iffe re n c e , therefore  the nu ll hypothesis was not re jec ted . On the
contrary, there were p ro b a b ility  leve ls  o f .8 0 , .8 9 , .92 and .99 which
indicated strong agreement fo r  four of the six concept categories.
S p ec ific  data r e la t iv e  to  the ind iv idual concepts is  provided in
Table 23, pages 96-102, where varia tio n s  were observed in  only three
of the th ir ty -s ix  concepts.
Null Hypothesis (2 ) There are no d ifferences  
between the Extension Agents' perception of the 
importance o f competences re la t iv e  to Extension 
program development and the perceptions of the 
U nit Chairmen or D is t r ic t  S ta f f .
There was strong agreement between these two groups as 
indicated by the data in  Table 24, page 104 which showed p ro b a b ility  
leve ls  o f .99 , .9 9 , .9 8 , and .85 , fo r  four o f the categories and .67 
and .60 fo r  the other two categories. Due to the lack o f s ta t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n t d ifferences between these position groups, th is  nu ll 
hypothesis was not re jec ted . S p ec ific  data re la t iv e  to the ind iv idual 
competences is  provided in  Table 25, pages 106-120. V ariations were
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observed in  the groups' rankings o f the several competences w ith in  a l l
categories. However, s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t d ifferences in
perceived importance between the three position  groups were revealed in
the case o f only four competences.
Null Hypothesis (3 ) There are no d ifferences  
between the respondents w ith bachelors degrees 
degrees and those w ith masters and/or doctoral 
degrees in  regards to  th e ir  perceptions o f the  
importance o f concepts to Extension Agents 
involved in  Extension program development.
In Table 26, page 122, the data revealed th a t there was
agreement between those w ith Bachelors and those w ith a Masters and/or
Doctorate as to  the perceived importance of each o f the s ix  concept
categories in  Extension program development as shown by the lack of
s ta t is t ic a l  s ign ificance in  the p ro b a b ilit ie s . The nu ll hypothesis of
no d iffe ren ce  between these two educational level groups was not
re jec ted . However, in  Table 27, pages 124-129, va ria tio n s  were
observed in  the groups' rankings of the several concepts w ith in  the
s ix  categories. In only two of the sp ec ific  concepts, however, there
were s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t d ifferences in  the concepts' perceived
importance to Extension Agents in  Extension program development.
Null Hypothesis (4 ) There are no d ifferences  
between the respondents w ith bachelors degrees 
and those w ith masters and/or doctoral degrees 
in  regards to  th e ir  perceptions o f the 
importance o f competences to Extension Agents 
involved in  Extension program development.
In Table 28, page 131, three of the concept categories, 
In s t itu t io n a l Framework, Program Determ ination, and Program Action  
were observed to  be in  a trend towards disagreement; however, there  
were no s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t d iffe rences . Based on th is  data
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hypothesis No. 4 was not re jec ted . Table 29, pages 133-145, reveals
the sp e c ific  competences and th e ir  re la te d  s ta t is t ic a l  data.
S ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t d ifferences were revealed in  only seven of
the e ig h ty -fo u r competences. I t  should be mentioned th a t those
respondents w ith a masters and/or doctorate degree ranked the
categories higher than those respondents w ith bachelors except fo r
the category, Program Action.
Null Hypothesis (5 ) There are no d ifferences  
between the Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen 
with major re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  in  d if fe re n t  program 
emphasis areas in regards to  th e ir  perception  
of the importance of the concepts involved in  
Extension program development.
In  Table 30, page 148, four of the s ix  concept categories
showed s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t p ro b a b ility  values a t the .10 level
or less fo r  those Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen who indicated 50
percent o f th e ir  time spent in  a p a rtic u la r  program emphasis area.
The nu ll hypothesis th a t there was no d iffe ren ce  was re jected  as i t
applied to  the concept categories, In s t itu t io n a l Framework, Program
Determ ination, Program S trategy, and Program Evaluation. However, the
null hypothesis was not re jected  r e la t iv e  to  the categories
Organizational Base and Program Action.
Null Hypothesis (6 ) There are no d ifferences  
between the Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen 
with major re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  in  d if fe re n t  program 
emphasis areas in  regards to  th e ir  perception  
of the importance of the competences involved
in  Extension program development.
In  Table 31, page 151, four o f the six categories showed 
s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t p ro b a b ility  values a t the .10 leve l or less 
fo r  those Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen who indicated 50 percent
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o f  t h e i r  tim e  spent in  a p a r t ic u la r  program emphasis a re a . The n u ll
hypothesis th a t there  was no d iffe ren ce  was re jec ted  as i t  applied to
the concept categories, In s t itu t io n a l Framework, Program Determ ination,
Program S trategy, and Program Evaluation.
Null Hypothesis (7 ) There are no d ifferences  
between the Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen 
located in  ru ra l units and Extension Agents and 
U nit Chairmen located in urban un its  regarding 
th e ir  perception o f the importance of the 
concepts re la t iv e  to  Extension program 
development.
Table 32, page 153, reveals th a t Extension Agents from urban 
units  considered f iv e  of the concept categories o f higher importance 
than did those Extension Agents from ru ra l.u n its . The concept 
category, Program Determination had a t-v a lu e  of -2 .0 2  and a 
p ro b a b ility  level of .04 in d ica tin g  th a t the two groups did not agree 
as to  th is  concept category's importance to  Extension Agents involved  
in  Extension program development. Thus th is  hypothesis was re jected  
re la t iv e  to  the concept category, Program Determ ination. However, the 
other f iv e  categories could not be re jected .
Table 34, page 157, shows th a t Unit Chairmen from urban units  
considered four of the concept categories o f higher importance than did 
those Unit Chairmen from ru ra l u n its . However, only one concept 
category, Program S tra tegy, had a t-v a lu e  o f -1 .7 2  and a p ro b a b ility  
leve l o f .09 , ind ica ting  th a t these composite means were not in  
agreement. U n it Chairmen from urban un its  s t i l l  considered th is  
concept category more important than did those U nit Chairmen from ru ra l 
u n its . Therefore, fo r  the category, Program Strategy, the nu ll 
hypothesis was re jec ted  but could not be re jected  fo r  the other
c a te g o r ie s .
Null Hypothesis (8 ) There are no d ifferences  
between the Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen 
located in  ru ra l un its  and Extension Agents and 
U n it Chairmen located in  urban un its  regarding 
th e ir  perception of the importance of the 
competences r e la t iv e  to  Extension program 
development.
Table 33, page 155, shows th a t Extension Agents from urban 
units  considered the s ix  categories r e la t iv e  to the competences of 
higher importance than did those Extension Agents from the ru ra l u n its . 
However, the concept category, Program Determ ination, had a t-v a lu e  
of 1.82 and a p ro b a b ility  leve l o f .07 , ind icating  th a t these Extension 
Agents were not in  agreement as to  the importance o f th is  category to  
Extension Agents involved in Extension program development. Therefore, 
the nu ll hypothesis in  regards to  th is  category was re jec ted .
Table 35, page 158, shows th a t U n it Chairmen from urban units  
considered three o f the categories by competences to  be of higher 
importance than did those U n it Chairmen from the ru ra l u n its . On the 
contrary , U n it Chairmen from the ru ra l un its  considered the remaining 
three categories to be o f higher importance than d id  those Chairmen 
from urban u n its . However, the category, Program Determ iniation had a 
t-v a lu e  o f 0.05 and a p ro b a b ility  leve l o f .9 6 , w hile the category, 
Program Action, had a t-v a lu e  of 0.09 and a p ro b a b ility  level o f .93. 
These values in d ica te  th a t these two categories' composite means were 
in  agreement. This n u ll hypothesis was not re jected  re la t iv e  to the 
categories Program Determination and Program Action.
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Null Hypothesis (9 ) There are no d ifferences  
between the Extension Agents' and U n it Chairmen's 
perceptions o f the importance of the concepts to  
Extension Agents in  Extension program development 
when comparing these two groups o f Extension 
personnel on the basis o f the indicated number 
of local (non-Extension) ind iv idu als  form ally  
involved in  developing the local u n it 's  
Extension program.
In Table 36, page 160, the data shows th a t three concept 
categories, In s t itu t io n a l Framework, Program Determination and Program 
Strategy each had p ro b a b ilit ie s  of .0 8 , .04 and .06 resp ective ly .
These s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t d ifferences tended to  be between the 
means o f the one to  ten group and th ir ty -o n e  to  f i f t y  group. I t  was 
observed th a t the tjv irty -on e  to  f i f t y  group considered each concept 
category to  be of higher importance than any o f the other s ize  groups. 
This trend indicated th a t as the number of people fo rm ally  involved  
exceeds th ir ty -o n e  to  f i f t y  people the perception of selected concept 
categories decreased. The nu ll hypothesis was re jected as i t  re la ted  
to  the concept categories , In s t itu t io n a l Framework, Program 
Determ ination, and Program S trategy. S p ecific  data re la t iv e  to the 
ind iv idu a l concepts is  provided in  Table 37, pages 162-167. Only 
seven o f the th ir t y - s ix  concepts had s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t  
d iffe ren ces .
Null Hypothesis (10) There are no d ifferences  
between the Extension Agents' and U n it Chairmen's 
perceptions of the importance of the competences 
to  Extension Agents in  Extension program development 
when comparing these two groups o f Extension 
personnel on the basis o f the indicated number of 
local (non-Extension) in d iv id u a ls  form ally  
involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension 
program.
In  Table 38, page 170, i t  was observed th a t Extension Agents
and U nit Chairmen who ind icated th ir ty -o n e  to  f i f t y  ind iv iduals  
fo rm ally  involved considered each category to be o f higher importance 
than did the other s ize  groups, ind ica ting  a "peak" in  the perceived
V
importance o f the competences by category to  Extension Agents in 'X  
Extension program development. Of the catego ries , In s t itu t io n a l  
Framework had a p ro b a b ility  o f .09 and O rganizational Base had a 
p ro b a b ility  o f .09 ind ica ting  s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t d iffe rences . 
The d ifferences tended to be among the means o f the one to ten group 
and the th ir ty -o n e  to f i f t y  group. This hypothesis was re jected  fo r  
the concept categories In s t itu t io n a l Framework and Organizational 
Base. S p ec ific  data r e la t iv e  to  the ind iv idual concepts is  provided 
in  Table 39, pages 173-185. Of the e ig h ty -fo u r competences 25 had 
p ro b a b ility  leve ls  o f .10  or less ind ica ting  s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t  
d iffe ren ces . Some 15 or these 25 competences th a t were s ta t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n t were considered to  be of higher importance by the 
Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen in the th ir ty -o n e  to  f i f t y  group 
w hile nineteen o f the 25 were considered lowest by those Extension 
Agents and U n it Chairmen in  the one to  ten group. This ind icates th a t 
as the number o f people fo rm ally  involved exceeded f i f t y  people the 
perception o f the selected competences decreased.
Degree o f Understanding Needed
Null Hypothesis (11) There are no d ifferences  
between Extension Agents' perceptions as to  the 
degree o f understanding o f the concepts needed 
by local (non-Extension) ind iv idu a ls  fo rm ally  
involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension 
Program and the perception o f the Unit Chairmen 
or D is t r ic t  S ta f f .
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In Table 42, page 204, the data revealed th a t , between these
three position  groups there was no s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t
d iffe rences; therefore  the nu ll hypothesis was not re jec ted . However,
there was one p ro b a b ility  leve l of .93 . This p ro b a b ility  indicated
strong agreement between the three groups. The Extension Agents
perceived the degree o f understanding needed by local ind iv idu als  of
the concept category, Program Evaluation , to  be higher than did the
U nit Chairmen who perceived i t  lowest of the three position  groups.
Based on the means, the D is t r ic t  S ta f f  considered the degree of
understanding o f Program Strategy to  be of the low to  moderate range
fo r  those local (non-Extension) ind iv iduals  fo rm ally  involved in
developing the local u n it 's  Extension program. Specific  data r e la t iv e
to the ind iv idual concepts is  provided in  Table 43, pages 206-212.
V aria tions were observed between the three position  groups' rankings
of the several concepts w ith in  the s ix  categories. However,
s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t d ifferences were revealed in  the case of
only f iv e  concepts.
Null Hypothesis (12) There are no d ifferences  
between the Extension Agents' perception as to  
the degree o f understanding o f the competences 
needed by local (non-Extension) ind iv iduals  
fo rm a lly  involved in developing the local u n it 's  
Extension Program and the perceptions o f the 
U nit Chairmen and D is t r ic t  S ta ff  groups.
In  Table 44, page 214, the data revealed th a t Extension Agents 
and U nit Chairmen ranked-four of the categories in  s im ila r  fash ion , 
the highest rank being accorded to  Program Action and the lowest to  
Program Evaluation. The D is t r ic t  S ta f f  accorded the highest rank to  
In s t itu t io n a l Framework and the lowest rank to Program Evaluation as
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did the Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen. Due to the lack of
s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t d iffe ren c e  th is  hypothesis was not re jected .
However, there was only one category, Program Evaluation, w ith  a
p ro b a b ility  level th a t indicated strong agreement. The three position
groups perceived the degree o f understanding needed of Program
Evaluation to be between low degree and high degree. S p ecific  data
re la t iv e  to the ind iv idual competences is  provided in  Table 45,
pages 216-231. V ariations were observed between the three position
groups' rankings of the several competences w ith in  the s ix  categories.
However, s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t d ifferences as to  the perceived
degree o f understanding needed by local ind iv iduals  was revealed in
the case o f eleven competences.
Null Hypothesis (13) There are no d ifferences  
between respondents w ith bachelors degrees and 
those with masters and/or doctorate degrees 
in  regards to  th e ir  perception of the degree of 
understanding of the concepts needed by local 
(non-Extension) ind iv idu a ls  form ally  involved in  
developing the local u n it 's  Extension program.
In Table 46, page 235, the data revealed th a t respondents 
with a Bachelor degree ranked the s ix  concept categories randomly. 
However, there was one concept cateogry, Program S trategy, w ith  a 
s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t d iffe ren ce  a t the p ro b a b ility  leve l of .04 . 
This was between those w ith Bachelors and those w ith an advanced 
degree, Masters and/or Doctorate. The nu ll hypothesis was re jected  
as i t  pertained to  th is  concept category. S p ec ific  data r e la t iv e  to  
the ind iv idual concepts is  provided in  Table 47, pages 237-242. 
V aria tio ns were observed in  the groups' rankings o f the several 
concepts w ith in  a l l  categories. However, s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t
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d ifferences in  the perceived "degree o f understanding needed" between
the groups was evident in  the case of only f iv e  concepts. For each of
these concepts the respondents w ith a Masters and/or Doctorate degree
considered local (non-Extension) ind iv iduals  needed a higher degree
of understanding o f these concepts than did those respondents w ith
Bachelors degrees.
Null Hypothesis (14) There are no d ifferences  
between respondents w ith Bachelors degrees 
and those w ith Masters and/or Doctoral degrees 
in  regards to  th e ir  perception o f the degree of 
understanding o f the competences needed by local 
(non-Extension) ind iv iduals  fo rm a lly  involved 
in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension program.
In Table 48, page 244, the data revealed th a t both respondent 
groups ranked the category, Program Action, highest w hile the category, 
Program Evaluation, was lowest re la t iv e  to  the respondent groups' 
perception of the degree of understanding needed by local ind iv iduals  
of these categories. However, there was no s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t  
d ifferences observed in  these s ix  categories. S p ec ific  data re la t iv e  
to  the ind iv idual competences is  provided in  Table 49, pages 246-258. 
V aria tio ns were observed in the groups' rankings of the several 
competences w ith in  the s ix  categories. However, s ta t is t ic a l ly  
s ig n ific a n t d ifferences in  the perceived degree o f understanding needed 
of the competences by local (non-Extension) ind iv idu a ls  form ally  
involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension program were revealed  
in the case o f only ten competences. For each o f these ten 
competences, respondents w ith a Masters and/or Doctorate degree 
considered local (non-Extension) ind iv idu als  needed a higher degree of 
understanding of the ind iv idu al competence than did those respondents
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with Bachelor degrees.
Null Hypothesis (15) There are no d ifferences  
between the Extension Agents and U nit Chairmen 
w ith major re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  in  d if fe re n t  program 
emphasis areas in regards to  th e ir  perception  
of the degree o f understanding o f the concepts 
needed by local (non-Extension) ind iv iduals  
fo rm a lly  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  
Extension program.
Table 42, page 204, revealed a lin e a r  re la tio n s h ip  which
existed between the respective program emphasis area and the
respondents' perceptions o f the degree of understanding needed of
each concept category. The lin e a r  re la tionsh ips  between the estimated
time spent in  a program emphasis area and the perception of the
degree o f understanding needed of the concept cateogries was negative
fo r  the s ix  concept categories. This indicates th a t as the percent
o f time spent in  a program emphasis area increases, the respective
mean ind icating  the degree o f understanding needed decreases. Four
of the s ix  concept categories showed s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t
p ro b a b ility  values a t the .10 level or less fo r  those Extension Agents
and Unit Chairmen who indicated 50 percent o f th e ir  time spent in  a
p a rt ic u la r  program emphasis area. Thus the null hypothesis th a t there
was no d iffe ren ce  was re jected  as i t  applied to the concept categories,
In s t itu t io n a l Framework, O rganizational Base, Program S trategy, and
Program Evaluation.
Null Hypothesis (16) There are no d ifferences  
between the Extension Agents and U nit Chairmen 
w ith major re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  in  d if fe re n t  program 
emphasis areas in  regards to  th e ir  perceptions of 
the degree o f understanding of the competences 
needed by local (non-Extension) ind iv iduals  
fo rm ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  
Extension Program.
Table 51, page 263, revealed a lin e a r  re la tio n sh ip  which
existed between the respective program emphasis area and the
respondents' perceptions o f the degree of understanding needed of
the category. The lin e a r  re la tio n sh ip s  between the estimated time
spent in  a program emphasis area and the perception o f the degree of
understanding needed o f the concept categories was negative fo r  the
six  categories. This ind icates th a t as the percent of time spent in
a program emphasis area increases the respective mean ind icating  the
degree o f understanding needed decreases. Five of the s ix  cateogries
showed s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t p ro b a b ility  values a t the .10 level
or less fo r  those Extension Agents and U nit Chairmen who indicated 50
percent o f th e ir  time spent in  a p a rt ic u la r  program emphasis area.
Thus the nu ll hypothesis th a t there are no d ifferences between the
Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen w ith  major re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  in
d if fe re n t  program emphasis areas in regards to  th e ir  perception of
the degree of understanding o f the competences needed by local (non-
Extension) ind iv idu a ls  fo rm ally  involved in  developing the local
u n it 's  Extension program was re jected .
Null Hypothesis (17) There are no d ifferences  
between the Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen 
located in  ru ra l un its  and Extension Agents and 
U nit Chairmen located in  urban un its  regarding 
th e ir  perception as to  the degree o f under­
standing o f the concepts needed by local 
(non-Extension) ind iv idu a ls  fo rm ally  involved  
in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension Program.
Table 52, page 266 shows the tendency o f the means to  be in  
agreement as determined by a t - t e s t  procedure. The Extension Agents 
from urban un its  considered the s ix  concept categories h igher, as to  
the degree o f understanding needed, than did those Extension Agents
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from ru ra l u n its . Of the s ix  concept categories, In s t itu t io n a l  
Framework had a t-v a lu e  of -1 .8 5  w ith a p ro b a b ility  level of .07 , and 
Program Determination had a t-v a lu e  of -2 .71 w ith a p ro b a b ility  
leve l o f .0 1 , in d ica tin g  th a t th e ir  composite means were s t a t is t ic a l ly  
d if fe r e n t .  For these two concept categories th is  nu ll hypothesis was 
re jec ted .
Table 54, page 270, shows the tendency of the means to  be in
agreement as determined by t - t e s t  procedure. The U n it Chairmen from
urban units  considered four o f the s ix  concept categories higher, as
to the degree o f understanding needed than did those U n it Chairmen
from ru ra l u n its . Of the s ix  concept categories, Program Strategy
had a t-v a lu e  of -2 .4 2  w ith a p ro b a b ility  level o f .0 2 , ind ica ting
th a t the composite means were s ta t is t ic a l ly  d if fe re n t .  For th is
concept category th is  n u ll hypothesis was re jected .
Null Hypothesis (18) There are no d ifferences  
between the Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen 
located in  ru ra l un its  and Extension Agents and 
U nit Chairmen located in  urban un its  regarding  
th e ir  perception as to  the degree of understanding 
of the competences needed by local (non-Extension) 
ind iv idu a ls  fo rm a lly  involved in  developing the 
local u n it 's  Extension Program.
Table 53, page 267, shows the tendency of the means to  be in  
agreement as determined by a t - t e s t  procedure. The Extension Agents 
from urban u n its  considered the six categories higher, as to  the 
degree o f understanding needed of the competences than did those 
Extension Agents from ru ra l u n its . Of the s ix  categories,
O rganizational Base had a t-v a lu e  o f -2 .0 0  w ith a p ro b a b ility  leve l 
of .05 , and Program Determination had a t-v a lu e  o f -1 .6 2  w ith a 
p ro b a b ility  level o f .10 . For these two categories th is  nu ll
hypothesis was re jec ted .
Table 55, page 271, shows the tendency o f the means to be in
agreement as determined by a t - t e s t  procedure. The U n it Chairmen from
urban un its  considered f iv e  of the s ix  categories higher, as to the
degree o f understanding needed, than did those U n it Chairmen from ru ra l
u n its . Of these s ix  categories, Program Evaluation had a t-v a lu e  of
-1 .8 4  and a p ro b a b ility  level o f .07 , ind icating  a s ta t is t ic a l ly
s ig n ific a n t d iffe ren ce  between the two composite means. For the
cateogry, Program Evaluation, the nu ll hypothesis of no d ifferences
between the U n it Chairmen located in  urban units  and those U n it
Chairmen located in. ru ra l un its  regarding th e ir  perception of the
degree o f understanding o f the competences needed by local (non-
Extension) ind iv idu als  fo rm ally  involved in developing the local
u n it 's  Extension program was re jec ted .
Null Hypothesis (19) There are d ifferences  
between the Extension Agents' and U n it Chairmen's 
perceptions o f the degree of understanding o f the  
concepts needed by local (non-Extension) 
ind iv idu als  when comparing these two groups of
Extension personnel on the basis o f the indicated
number o f local (non-Extension) ind iv iduals  
fo rm ally  involved in  developing the local 
u n it 's  Extension program.
Table 56, page 273, shows th a t those Extension Agents and 
U nit Chairmen w ith  th ir ty -o n e  to  f i f t y  ind iv iduals  form ally  involved  
considered the degree o f understanding needed higher fo r  f iv e  of the 
concept categories than the other s ize  groups. On the other hand, 
those w ith one to  ten ind iv idu als  considered the degree o f under­
standing needed le a s t fo r  a l l  o f the concept categories. The concept
category, O rganizational Base, had a p ro b a b ility  leve l o f .03
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in d ica tin g  a s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t d iffe ren c e . The d iffe ren ce  
tended to  be between the means of the one to  ten group and the 
th ir ty -o n e  to  f i f t y  group. Based on the s ta t is t ic a l  d iffe ren c e , the 
nu ll hypothesis of no d iffe ren ce  was re jected  re la t iv e  to the current 
category, Organizational Base. S p ecific  data r e la t iv e  to  the 
ind iv idu al concepts is  provided in  Table 57, pages 275-280. I t  was 
observed th a t there were f iv e  concepts th a t had p ro b a b ility  leve ls  of 
.10 or less ind icating  s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t d ifferences between 
the means.
Null Hypothesis (20) There are no d ifferences  
between the Extension Agents' and Unit Chairmen's 
perceptions o f the degree of understanding o f the 
competences needed by local (non-Extension 
ind iv idu als  when comparing these two groups of 
Extension Personnel on the basis o f the indicated  
number of local (non-Extension) ind iv iduals  
form ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  
Extension program.
Table 58, page 283, shows th a t those Extension Agents and U nit 
Chairmen w ith th ir ty -o n e  to  f i f t y  ind iv idu a ls  fo rm ally  involved  
considered the degree o f understanding needed higher than the other 
size  groups, ind ica ting  a "peak" in  the perceived degree of under­
standing needed of the categories by those local (non-Extension) 
ind iv idu a ls  fo rm ally  involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension 
program. The nu ll hypothesis o f no d iffe ren ce  was not re jected  fo r  
these s ix  categories since none had s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t  
d iffe ren ces . S p ec ific  data re la t iv e  to  the ind iv idual competences is  
provided in  Table 59, pages 285-297. I t  was observed th a t there  
were seventeen competences th a t had p ro b a b ility  leve ls  of .10 or less, 
in d ic a tin g  s t a t is t ic a l ly  s ig n ific a n t d ifferences between the means.
Conclusions and Im p l ic a t io n s
Based on the major find ings described in Chapter 4 , 5 , and 6, 
the author came to the fo llow ing conclusions and im p lication s.
1. Based upon the perceptions o f Extension Agents, Unit 
Chairmen and D is t r ic t  S ta ff  re la t iv e  to the importance
of the concepts, i t  is  concluded th a t there was a consensus 
o f agreement as to the importance o f the concepts to 
Extension Agents in  Extension Program Development. This 
importance was a t the moderate or higher level of 
importance as indicated by each position group. This 
consensus of importance prevailed even when the perceptions 
of the competences were analyzed from the respondent's 
leve l o f formal education. Emphasis on to ta l f ie ld  s ta f f  
involvement in  Extension program development has 
contributed to th is  consensus. Since there was a consensus 
of the importance of these concepts, there should be an 
increasing commitment to the conceptual understanding of 
Extension program development.
2. Based upon the perceptions o f Extension Agents, Unit 
Chairmen and D is t r ic t  S ta ff  re la t iv e  to the importance of 
the com petences,it is  concluded th a t there was a consensus 
o f agreement as to the importance of the competences to 
Extension Agents in  Extension Program Development. This 
importance was indicated by the moderate or higher level of 
importance indicated by each position group. This 
consensus o f importance prevailed even when the perceptions
o f the competences were analyzed from the respondent's 
leve l o f formal education. Emphasis on to ta l f ie ld  s ta f f  
involvement in  Extension program development has 
contributed to th is  consensus. These ind ications emphasize 
the need fo r  a stronger commitment to provide opportunities  
to the f ie ld  s ta f f  to increase th e ir  competences important 
to Extension program development.
Iro n ic a lly ,  as the Extension Agents' or U nit Chairmen’ s 
indicated time spent in  a given program emphasis area 
increases, the more l ik e ly  thay are to perceive s im ila r  
concepts and competences to be of less importance to 
Extension Agents in  Extension program development. This 
indicates th a t concentration o f one's time in one program 
emphasis area may be counter productive to e ffe c tiv e  
Extension program development. Further study o f th is  
aspect is  needed.
Based upon the perceptions o f Extension Agents and Unit 
Chairmen from urban and ru ra l units r e la t iv e  to the 
importance o f the concept categories, i t  is  concluded th a t 
there was a consensus o f agreement th a t the concept 
categories are important to Extension Agents located in  
urban and ru ra l u n its . This importance was indicated by 
each group a t the moderate importance or higher le v e l.
Since there was a consensus o f the importance o f these 
concepts, there should be an increasing commitment to the 
conceptual understanding o f Extension program development.
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5. Based upon the perceptions o f Extension Agents from urban 
and ru ra l un its  re la t iv e  to the importance o f the 
competences by categories , i t  is  concluded th a t there was 
a consensus of agreement o f the competences' cumulative 
importance in  f iv e  o f the categories. V a ria tio n  in  
perceived importance was evident in  the category, Program 
Determ ination. Extension Agents from ru ra l un its  tended 
to perceive th is  category as being le a s t im portant. Since 
opportunities fo r interpersonal and group in te ra c tio n  is  
p o te n tia lly  greater in urban areas the tendency to perceive 
the competences id e n tif ie d  w ith in  Program Determination
as of moderate or higher importance was less than expected.
6. Based upon the perceptions of Extension Agents, Unit 
Chairmen and D is t r ic t  S ta ff  re la t iv e  to the degree of 
understanding o f the concepts needed by local (non- 
Extension) ind iv iduals  fo rm ally  involved in  developing the 
local u n it 's  Extension program, i t  was concluded th a t there  
was not a consensus by position groups as to the degree of 
understanding needed. The degree o f understanding needed 
was of a moderate degree or higher level as indicated by 
the Extension Agents and Unit Chairmen. However, the 
D is tr ic t  S ta f f  considered the degree o f understanding 
needed o f over one-th ird  o f the concepts to be o f a low 
degree o f understanding needed fo r  the concepts. The 
d ifferences found between these position groups may be 
a ttr ib u ta b le  to t ra d it io n  and basic philosophical
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d ifferences between the position  groups. The reorganization  
th a t has taken place and the emphasis placed on people 
involvement w il l  help to  reduce these perceptual d iffe ren ces .
7 . Based upon the perceptions of Extension Agents, Unit 
Chairmen and D is t r ic t  S ta f f  re la t iv e  to the degree o f  
understanding o f the competences needed by local (non- 
Extension) ind iv idu als  fo rm ally  involved in  developing the 
local u n it 's  Extension program, i t  was concluded th a t there  
was not a consensus as to the degree of understanding 
needed. The degree o f understanding needed o f the 
competences was a moderate degree or higher leve l as 
indicated by the Extension Agents and U n it Chairmen.
However, the D is t r ic t  S ta f f  considered the degree o f under­
standing needed of over one-th ird  of the competences to be 
of a low degree o f understanding needed by local (non- 
Extension) ind iv idu als  fo rm ally  involved in  developing the 
local u n it 's  Extension program. The d ifferences found 
between these position  groups may be a ttr ib u ta b le  to 
tra d it io n  and basic philosophical d ifferences between the 
position groups. The reorgan ization  th a t has taken place 
and the emphasis placed on people involvement w il l  help to  
reduce these perceptual d iffe ren ces .
8 . Based upon the perceptions o f Extension Agents and Unit 
Chairmen from urban and ru ra l units re la t iv e  to the degree 
of understanding o f the concept categories needed by local
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(non-Extension) ind iv idu als  form ally  involved in  developing 
the local u n it 's  Extension program, i t  was concluded th a t 
there was not a consensus as to the degree o f understanding 
needed. Stronger agreement existed between the two groups 
o f U n it Chairmen than existed between the two groups o f 
Extension Agents. Experience and tra in in g  are considered 
to be the contributing  fac to rs . As an organization th is  
indicates the need fo r narrowing th is  lack o f consensus on 
the part o f the local u n it s ta ffs .
9. Based upon the perceptions of Extension Agents and Unit 
Chairmen from urban and ru ra l units re la t iv e  to the degree 
o f understanding o f the competences by category needed by 
local (non-Extension) ind iv iduals  fo rm ally  involved in  
developing the local u n it 's  Extension program, i t  was 
concluded th a t there was not a consensus as to the degree 
of understanding needed. Stronger agreement existed  
between the two groups o f Unit Chairmen than existed  
between the two groups o f Extension Agents.
10. Based upon the perceptions of Extension Agents and Unit 
Chairmen who were grouped on the basis o f the indicated  
number o f local (non-Extension) ind iv idu als  form ally  
involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension program, 
i t  was concluded th a t there was not a consensus as to the 
importance o f the concepts to Extension Agents in  Extension 
program development. The s ig n ific a n t d iffe ren ce  appears to 
be those respondents w ith one to ten ind iv iduals  involved.
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The number involved may be an in d ica tio n  o f the need fo r  
learning opportun ities fo r  those w ith ten or less . Another 
conclusion is  th a t the number o f ind iv iduals  to be 
involved l ie s  between 31 and 50. This aspect needs fu rth e r  
study. S im ila r s itu a tions  prevailed w ith the importance 
of the competences which contributes to the conclusions 
and im plications made above.
11. Based upon the perceptions o f Extension Agents and Unit 
Chairmen who were grouped on the basis o f the indicated  
number of local (non-Extension) ind iv iduals  form ally  
involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension program, 
i t  was concluded th a t there was not a consensus as to the 
degree o f understanding needed o f the concept categories by 
local (non-Extension) ind iv idu als  form ally  involved in 
developing the local u n it 's  Extension program. The 
s ig n ific a n t d iffe ren ce  appears to be those respondents 
with one to ten ind iv iduals  involved. Thus the number 
involved may be an in d ica tio n  of the need fo r learning  
opportunities fo r those with ten or less. Another 
conclusion is  th a t the number o f ind iv iduals  to be involved 
l ie s  between 31 and 50. S im ila r s itu ations prevailed with  
the degree o f understanding needed of the competences by 
categories by local (non-Extension) ind iv iduals  form ally  
involved in  developing the local u n it 's  Extension program.
329
REFERENCES CITED
\ u t z ,  Arlen E ., and Swoboda, Donald W. "A ccountability  in  
Extension." Journal o f Extension, Vol. .X (No. 4 ) ,  W inter 1972, p. 46.
2
Rogers, Everett M ., e t  a l .  Extending the A g ricu ltu ra l 
Extension Model, P relim inary D ra ft . S tanford, C a lifo rn ia : Stanford  
U n ive rs ity , In s t itu te  fo r  Communication Research, September 1976,
(ED 151130), p. 48.
3Ib id . , p. 49.
\ r e i t l o w ,  Burton W. "Controversy: I ts  p o s itive  ro le  in
education." Journal o f Extension, Vo l. XX (No. 1 ) ,  Spring 1973.
C
Lawrence, Roger L . ,  Chairman. Extension Program Development 
and I ts  Relationship to  Extension Management Inform ation Systems, A 
Report o f the Program Development Ad Hoc Committee. Ames, Iowa: Iowa
Cooperative Extension Serv ice , Iowa State U n ive rs ity , 1974, p. 2.
6Ib id . , p. *1.
^ Ib id . ,  p. 10.
® Ib id ., p. 2.
g
G a rre tt, Henry E. S ta t is t ic s  in Psychology and Education.
New York: David McKay Company, In c . ,  1966.
^Meador, George 0. Perceptions o f the Role o f Urban Cooperative 
Extension Agents. Unpublished doctoral d is s e rta tio n , East Texas State  
U n ive rs ity , 1977, p. 12.
^ M a r t in , J u lia  H ., and Spar, Michael A. Estimates o f the 
Population o f V irg in ia  Counties and C itie s : July 1 , 1971 to  July 1 ,
1978. C h a r lo t te s v ille , .V irg in ia :  Tayloe Murphy In s t itu te ,  May 1979.
17 Serow, W illiam  J . ,  (e d .) .  "Prelim inary 1980 census counts fo r  
V irg in ia  lo c a l i t ie s ."  N ew sletter. C h a r lo tte s v ille , V irg in ia : Tayloe 
Murohy In s t itu te ,  January 1981 (Prelim inary copy).
13 Lawrence, pp. 9 -12.
^ S tr ic k la n d , E. Oscar. Role Perceptions o f the Alabama 
Cooperative Extension Service by Selected County O ff ic ia ls  and 
Extension Agents. Unpublished doctoral d is s e rta tio n , Louisiana State  
U n ive rs ity , December 1971.
^G ove, P h ilip  Babcock and Merriam Webster E d ito r ia l S ta f f .  
Webster's Third New In te rn a tio n a l D ic tio n ary , 1976, p. 463.
330
Gibson, R. O liv e r , and King, Richard A. "An Approach to  
Conceptualizing Competency o f Performance in  Educational 
A dm inistration ." Educational Adm inistration Q u arte rly , Vol. X I I I  
(No. 3 ) ,  Fa ll 1977,
^Hutchinson, J . E. A Coordinated Train ing Program fo r  New 
Agents. College S ta tio n , Texas: Texas A g ricu ltu ra l Extension 
S ervice, Texas A &  M U n ivers ity  (ED066643), p. 4.
18Boone, E. J . ,  e t  a l . Programming in the Cooperative Extension 
Service: A Conceptual Schema. (Misc. Extension Publication 7 2 .)
Raleigh, N .C .: The North Carolina A g ricu ltu ra l Extension Service,
June 1971 (ED 057339), p. 8.
19W ilbur, Jones, J r . A Study of the Congruency o f Competencies 
and Criterion-Referenced Measures. A m aster's th e s is , M ississippi 
State U n ive rs ity , May 1977 (ED 142575), p. 15.
on
W hite, Robert W. Lives in  Progress, 3rd ed. New York: H o lt,
R inehart and Winston, 1975, p. 302.
21 Gibson and King, p. 22.
22 Beeman, Carl E ., e t  a l .  "Professional competencies needed by 
Extension agents in  the F lorida Cooperative Extension Serv ice ," A 
Report o f Research supported by the Department o f A g ricu ltu ra l and 
Extension Education. The U n ivers ity  o f F lo rid a , October, 1979.
23Ib id . , p. 27.
OA
M il le r ,  James R. "Are New Models fo r  Local Extension 
Organizations Needed?" Journal o f Extension, Vol. JO (No. 1 ) ,  Spring 
1973, p. 63.
25W ilbur, p. 29.
26M il le r ,  pp. 57-66.
2^White, p. 221.
23Gove, p. 469.
OQ
Banki, Ivan S. D ictionary o f Supervision and Management. Los 
Angeles: Systems Research, 1974, p. 51.
30Hunt, Earl B. Concept Learning. New York: John Wiley and
Sons, In c . ,  1962, p. 30.
3^Ryden, E inar R. The concepts o f concepts. The Concept 
Approach to  Programming in  Adult Education -  w ith Special Application  
to  Extension Education. Mary L. Collings (e d .) .  Washington, D.C.:
USDA Extension Serv ice , 1974, p. 197.
331
32Gagn6, Robert M. The Conditions o f Learning. 2nd ed. New 
York: H o lt, Rinehart and Winston, 1970, p. 9.
33McCormick, Robert W. and others. Communication Concepts 
fo r  Developing Increased Competence Among Cooperative Extension and 
Vocational A g ricu ltu ra l Educators in  Implementing Educational Change. 
Columbus, Ohio: Ohio S tate U n ivers ity  Research Foundation, February
1968 (ED 018770), p. 10.
34Pesson, Lynn L. "The Curriculum Development Model." The 
Concept Approach to Programming in  Adult Education -  w ith Special 
A pplication to  Extension Education. Mary L. Collings (e d .) .
Washington, D.C.: USDA Extension Service, 1974, p. 54-89.
or
L insk ie , Rosella. The Learning Process: Theory and P rac tice .
New York: D. Van Nostrand Company, 1977, p. 127.
3®Eggen, Paul D ., Kauchak, Donald P. and Harder, Robert J. 
"Strateg ies fo r  Teachers." Inform ation Processing Models in  the 
Classroom. Englewood C l i f f s ,  N .J .: P re n tic e -H a ll, In c . ,  1979,
pp. 40-52.
3? Ib id . , p. 46.
OO
Smith, F. Comprehension and Learning. New York: H o lt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1975, pp. 14-15.
39Eggen, p. 47.
40Lawrence, p. 14.
4^Kaiser, Gertrude E. and Copeland, Haul an G. Adult education 
concepts. The Concept Approach to Programming in  Adult Extension 
Education. Mary L. Collings (e d .) Washington, D .C .: USDA Extension
S ervice, 1974, p. 225.
A O
Verma, Satish and Pesson, Lynn L. "A Conceptual Framework fo r  
Determining In -S erv ice  Education Needs o f Extension Agents." The 
Concept Approach to  Programming in  Adult Education -  w ith Special 
A pplication  to  Extension Education. Mary L. Collings (e d .) .
Washington, D .C .: USDA Extension Service, 1974, p. 379.
43B a rtle y , Howard S. P rinc ip les  o f Perception. New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1958, p. 31.
44Ib id . ,  p. 37.
45Machamer, Peter K. !'Gibson and the Condition fo r  Perception." 
Studies in  Perception. Machamer, Peter K. and T u rn b a ll, Robert G.
(e d s .) .  Columbus, Ohio: Ohio S tate  U n ivers ity  Press, 1978, p. 443.
332
46 Combs, A. S. and Snygg, D. Ind iv idual Behavior. New York: 
Harper and Row, 1959, p. 20.
^ M i l l e r ,  Harry G. and Verduin, John R ., J r . The Adult 
Educator -  A Handbook fo r  S ta f f  Development. Houston: Gulf Publishing
Company, 1979, p. 14.
48Ib id , pp. 14-15.
49Ib id . , p. 15.
50Jones, E. E. Foundations o f Social Psychology. New York:
John W iley and Son, In c . ,  1967, p. 10.
^ M i l le r  and Verduin, p. 16.
52Hochberg, Ju lian  E. Perception. Englewood C l i f f s ,  N .J .: 
P re n tic e -H a ll, In c . ,  1964, p. 101.
C O
H ilgard , Ernest R. In troduction to Psychology. New York: 
Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1957, p. 587.
54Berelson, Bernard and S te in e r, Gary A. Human Behavior:
An Inventory o f S c ie n tif ic  Finding. New York: Harcourt, Brace and
World, 1964, p. 88.
55 F l in t ,  Bruce. Program Development in  the Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Serv ice. Manual. Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service.
56S tric k la n d , p. 12.
C7
Reeder, W illiam  W., Le Ray, Nelson L . ,  J r . ,  and Mackenzie,
Susan T. "Planning Powerful Extension Programs." Journal o f Extension, 
Vol. XH (No. 1 ) ,  Spring 1974.
cp
Richardson, Clyde M. and Eckard, Melvin L. A Supervisor's  
Guide fo r  the O rien tatio n  o f Extension Employees. F t. C o llins :
Colorado Cooperative Extension Service, Colorado State U n ivers ity  
A p ril 1973, (ED 083 4 0 5 ), p. 15.
59Lawrence, Pp. 4 -15 .
60Ib id . , p. 13.
61Kelsey, Lincoln David, and Hearne, Cannon C h iles. Cooperative 
Extension Work, Third E d itio n . Ith aca , New York: Comstock Publishing  
Associates, 1963, p. 45.
CO
Lawrence, p. 3.
333
go
Pesson, Lynn L. "Extension Program Planning w ith P a rtic ip a tio n  
o f C lie n te le ."  The Cooperative Extension Serv ice. H. C. Sanders (e d .) .  
Englewood C l i f f s ,  N .J .: P re n tic e -H a ll, In c . ,  1966, p. 94.
64Reeder, P. 20.
65F l in t ,  p. 2.
66Ib id . , p. 5.
67Kelsey, pp. 145-146.
go
Ussery, Margaret Ann. An Analysis o f the Educational Needs o f 
County Agents in  Tennessee. Unpublished doctoral d is s e rta tio n .
Madison: U n ivers ity  o f Wisconsin, 1963, pp. 158-171.
® \eagans, J . Paul. Developing Professional Leadership in  
Extension Education. New York: Cornell U n ive rs ity , CP-5M, 1963, p. 3.
70McCormick, Robert W. Conference on Concepts in Extension 
Education. Washington: Federal Extension Service, December, 1963.
7H y le r ,  Ralph W. "The Use of Concepts in  Developing a 
Curriculum ." The Concept Approach to  Programming in Adult Education -  
with Special A pplication  to  Extension Education. Washington, D.C.:
USDA Extension S erv ice , 1974, pp. 16-37.
72U tz, Alan P ., J r . "Agent Performance in  Programming."
Journal o f Cooperative Extension, Vol. I l l , F a ll 1965, p. 143.
73Q uarrick, Helen P. and Q uarrick, Eugene A. "Problem Solving 
in  Extension." Journal o f Cooperative Extension, Vol. I l l  (No. 3 ) ,
F a ll 1965, p. 137.
74U tz, p. 142.
75Ib id . , pp. 149-150.
7g
Dohr, Joy and F in ley , Cathaleen. County Extension: Program
Development A D escrip tive  Study. Madison: U n ivers ity  of Wisconsin,
Extension, October 1979, p. i i .
77Ib id . , p. 2.
78Ib id . , pp. 19-20.
7Q
Van Dresser, W illiam  R. "Message from the Dean." What's 
Happening (N ew s le tte r). Nov. 1979, Vol. 2_ (No. 11 ). Some comments 
re levan t to  the People Involvement Process by Charles Wood, professor 
a t Georgetown U n iv e rs ity . Talk presented October 31, 1979, "People 
Involvement" to  Extension personnel a t  VPI and SU, pp. 1 -4 .
334
80Ib id . , p. 1.
8^ Ib id . ,  p. 3.
82Rothman, Jack. Planning and Organizing fo r  Social Change.
New York: Columbia U n ivers ity  Press, 1974, Chapters 7 and 8.
83Van Dresser, pp. 1 and 3.
84Ib id . ,  pp. 3 and 4.
85Dohr, p. iv .
86Lawrence, Roger L ., Chairman, p. 10.
87Ib id . , pp. 9-12.
88Ib id . , p. 12.
89Meador, p. 172. 
qn
Hahn, C lif fo rd  P ., "Development of Performance Evaluation  
and Selection Procedures fo r  the Cooperative Extension Services,"  
Summary Report, May, 1979. Washington: American In s titu te s  fo r
Research. For USDA (Contract No. 12-05-300-372), p. 2.
9^Hahn, C lif fo rd  P ., Brumback, Gary B ., and Dorothy S. Edwards 
with s ta t is t ic a l  consultation by Paul W. Fingerman and Tetsur Motoyama. 
"Manual fo r  County Extension Agent Performance Review, Analysis and 
Planning," May 1979. Washington: American In s t itu te s  fo r  Research.
For USDA (Contract No. 12-05-300-372), p. 13.
92Hahn, p. 7.
93Hahn, e t  a l . ,  p. 2.
94Hahn, p. 8.
" i b i d . ,  pp. 13-15.
96Ib id . ,  p. 21.
97I b id . , pp. 24-25.
98Ib id . ,  p. 27-31.
" i b i d . ,  p. 4.
1° ° I b id . , p. 33-34.
335
101 Brown, Emory J . "Extension and Urban Environment." Journal 
of Cooperative Extension, Vo l. _3, 1965, pp. 95-102.
102U.S. Department o f A g ricu ltu re  and the National Association  
o f S tate U n ive rs itie s  and Land-Grant Colleges Study Committee on 
Cooperative Extension. A People and a S p i r i t . Fort C o llins :
Colorado State U n iv e rs ity , 1968, p. 55.
103M il le r ,  pp. 52-66.
^ P a u ls e n , Beldon. "Urban Dilemma: Contributing Factors." 
Journal o f Extension, Vol. XT, Spring, 1973, pp. 15-22.
105 Fessler, Donald R. "A lte rn a tives  to Extension's Future." 
Journal o f Cooperative Extension, Vo l. 2 , 1964, pp, 170-172.
^06Ahlgren, H. L. and Ratchford, C. B. " In tro d u ctio n ."  The 
Scope Report: A Guide to  Extension Programs fo r  the Future.
Bryant E. Kearl and 0. B. Copeland (edsT). Raleigh, N o rth C aro lin a :
The A g ricu ltu ra l Extension Service, North Carolina S tate College,
1959, p. 3.
^ I b i d . , pp. 2 -3 .
1 HRB a r t le t t ,  Kaye F. The Role of the Cooperative Extension 
Service in  Urban and Urbanizing Areas: An Analysis o f Extension 
Workers' Opinions. Unpublished m aster's th es is . Michigan State  
U n ive rs ity , 1964.
^ S a n d e rs , H. C. (e d .) .  The Cooperative Extension S erv ice . 
Englewood C l i f f s ,  New Jersey: P re n tic e -H a ll, In c . ,  1966, p. 405.
^°Gessaman, Paul H. and Rose, Gordon D. "The CD Process and 
Extension CD Program Development." Community Development: An
Intensive Train ing Manual. Larry L. Whiting (e d .) .  Ames, Iowa:
North Central Regional Center fo r  Rural Development, June 1978 
(ED 158923), pp. 111-118.
111Ib id . ,  p. 114.
112Ib id . ,  p. 116.
HR Shaw, Robert and P itte n g e r, John. "Perceiving the Face of 
Change in Changing Faces: Im p lications fo r  a Theory o f Object 
Perception." Perceiv ing , Acting and Knowing. Robert Shaw and John 
Bransford (edsTT H il ls d a le ,  New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
Publishers, 1977, p. 110.
^ P o o le ,  Arnold T ra v is , J r .  Role o f the D is t r ic t  Program 
Leader in  the V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service as Perceived by 
Selected Extension Personnel. Unpublished doctoral d is s e rta tio n . The 
Ohio S tate U n iv e rs ity , 1979, pp. 83-84.
336
115Meador, pp. 173-174.
^ 6Beeman, p. 63.
^ 7Soobitsky, J . R. and Cunningham, C. J . Perceived Train ing  
Needs o f Urban 4-H Agents Working w ith Disadvantaged Audiences. 
Columbus, Ohio: Cooperative Extension Service, The Ohio State
U n iv e rs ity , (ED 074 385 ), 1971, pp. 1-20.
^ 8S tric k la n d , p. 249 and 250.
119Leedy, Paul D. P rac tica l Research: Planning and Design.
New Yrok: Macmillan Publishing Co., In c . ,  1974, pp. 79-93.
i?n
Lawrence, pp. 9-12.
121Dohr, 1979.
122 Beeman, p. 64.
^23Hahn, p. 35-37.
^ S t r ic k la n d ,  pp. 262-273.
^28Meador, pp. 183-201.
126Poole, pp. 225-232.
^27Roscoe, John T . ,  (e d .) .  Fundamental Research S ta t is t ic s  fo r  
the Behavioral Sciences. New York: H o lt, Rinehart and Winston, In c .,
1975, pp. 108-110 and 439.
APPENDICES
Appendix A
L e tte r From the Dean of 
V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service  
to Designated V irg in ia  Cooperative Extension Service Personnel
338
VIRGINIA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 339
VIRGINIA
TECH
VIRGINIA
STATE
OFFICE OF THE DEAN Blacksburg, Virginia 24061
TO DESIGNATED VIRGINIA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE PERSONNEL
Dear Co-workers:
Bruce A. Little is enrolled in a graduate program at Louisiana State University. 
His research study, "Evaluation of Concepts and Competencies for People Involve­
ment in Extension Program Development as Perceived by Selected Extension 
Personnel," w ill provide valuable data to Virginia and other states in Extension 
programming.
This study has approval to be conducted with Virginia Cooperative Extension 
personnel. I know Bruce w ill appreciate your cooperation and support of the 
study. He will share the study results with us.
I encourage you to complete the questionnaire from Bruce.
Virginia Cooperative Extension Service programs, activities, and employment opportunities are available to all people 
regardless of race, color, religion, sex age, national ongin. handicap, or political affiliation. An equal
opportunity/affirmative action employer.
Sincerely
cb
cc: M r. M. C. Harding, Sr. 
Associate Deans 
Directors 
District Chairmen
An Educational Service of the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University and Virginia State University. 
Virginia’s Land-Grant Institutions, with U S Department o! Agriculture and Local Governments Cooperating
Appendix B
Q u e s t io n n a ire  M ailed  to  S e lec ted
V i r g in ia  C o o p era t ive  E xtension  Personnel
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Coda No.
SELECTED VIRGINIA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION PROFESSIONAL
PERSONNEL'S PERCEPTIONS OF CONCEPTS AND COMPETENCES
IN EXTENSION PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
(A Research Study)
Questionnaire
On the pages which follow, you will find a list of concepts and com­
petences (Column II). These concepts and competences are those which may 
be needed by Extension Agents in order to function in Extension Program 
Development. The concepts and competences may also need to be understood 
by those individuals who are formally Involved in developing the local unit's 
Extension Program.
Detailed instructions for completing the Instrument are included at the 
beginning of Section I.
The scales for each column are:
If you do not perceive a concept or competence to be important, that is, 
not applicable, to Extension Agents lh Extension Program Development, please 
circle "N" indicating that it la of "No Importance" (not applicable) (Col­
umn I).
If your perception, as to the degree of understanding of the concepts 
and competences needed by local (non-extension) individuals formally involved 
in developing the local unit's Extension Program, is none or not applicable, 
please circle "U" indicating "No degree of understanding needed" (not appli­
cable) (Column III).
Hailing Instructions: In the enclosed self-addresded, stamped envelope
please mall the completed questionnaire on or before December 6, 1960.
TO:
Bruce A. Little 
P. 0. Box 17696 
University Station 
Baton Rouge, LA. 70693
Importance:
COLUMN I COLUMN III 
Degree of Understanding
N • No Importance U - No un' ------- neededr  - - - - - -
applicable) (not applicable)
1 • Very Low Importance
2 • Low Importance
3 • Moderate Importance
4 - High Importance
5 m Very High Importance
3 ■ Moderate Degree
4 • High Degree
1 • Very Low Degree
2 ■ Low Degree
5 • Very High Degree
(not
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Column I______
Please rate below 
the concepts and 
competences as to 
your perception of 
their irrcrtar.ee 
Extension Agents 
ir. Extension Pro- 
gran Development.
The following concepts and competences 
are grouped under six (A-r; heatings 
with an explanatory statement.
Column
Please indicate 
below ycur per­
ception as to t 
decree of unoer
concepts and cr 
peter.ces neecec 
by local (ncn- 
extensior.) indi 
viduals. forr.all 
involved m  oe- 
veloping tr.e 
local unit's 
Extension Pro­
gram.
Please circle 'O' your choice. DEGFEE CF
5 & 3 2 1 N
5 * 3 2 1 N
5 A 3 Z 1 N
5 x 3 2 1 N
E x 2 2 l N
5 • 3 2 1 S
Ccnceptualioaticn of the bouncaries 
in wnich the respective individuals 
will be operating for program, 
development.
A-i.
A - a .
A-3.
A-4.
A-5. 
A-6.
Cooperative Extension Service as a 
national educational system. 
Philosophy of the Cooperative Ex­
tension Service.
Scope and responsibilities of the 
Virginia Cooperative Extension 
Service.
The mission statement of the Vir­
ginia Cooperative Extension Ser­
vice.
Interdependence of organizations 
(public and private).
The environment of the organisa­
tion (internal and external).
U 1 2 3 a 5
TJ 1 2 3 A E
*J 1 2 3 4 S
Competences
A-7. Skillful in the assessment of the U 1 2 3 4 5 
beliefs and value systems repre­
sented in the respective county or 
city.
A-B. Skillful in the synthesis of com- V 1 2 3 4 5 
munication with groups and organi­
zations.
343
IMFCr.IAlwE co:??ztz::ces DEGF.ZI Cr
5 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 1 K
5 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 l N
5 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 1 N
A-9. Ability to grasp the significance 
of organizational goals and ob­
jectives.
A-10. Comprehends the operational pro­
cedures of the Virginia Coopera­
tive Extension Service.
A-ll. Ability to Judge the impact of 
interpersonal behavior upon the 
organizational goals and object­
ives.
A-12• Ability to evaluate the relevancy 
of data (i. e., social, economic, 
cultural, institutional and poli­
tical) to the local situation.
A-13. Skillful in the application of 
interpersonal relationships for 
effective organisational per­
formance.
Skillful in the analysis of 
issues and concerns to a com­
munity.
Ability to integrate organiza­
tional resources into a plan for 
solving problems.
Skillful in the assumption of a 
leadership role.
Able to accurately Judge the 
adequacy with which conclusions 
are supported by data.
Able to define the audiences 
which Extension proposes to 
reach.
A—19. Ability to increase awareness of 
group processes and the conse­
quences on group performance.
A-20. Able to manage programs accord­
ing to relevant objectives 
rather than "past practices”.
* A-14.
A-15.
A-16. 
A-1*?.
A-1S.
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 
U 1 2
3 4 5 
3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
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B. CRSAT'
The f
mal process of pecp.'e invc! ve.m.ent
a for-
Conce:
S 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 I N
5 4 3 2‘l N 
5 4 3 ^  1 N
5 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 2 2 i r:
5 4 3 2 1 K
5 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 1 ::
5 4 3 2 1 ::
5 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 1 *;
5 4 3 2 1 N
8-1 •
B-2.
B-3.
3-4.
B-S.
B-6.
B-7.
General situaticr.al and organiza­
tional aspects tiat relate to the 
local unit's Extension Prograr. 
Development.
A complete anal/sis of county (or 
city) that limits and shapes the 
local unit's Extension Program.
Potential audiences of Extension 
educational trograms.
Program Dev*lopment a process to 
create conditions where needs and 
differences ere brought out, man­
aged, and result in planned action.
Programs'sevk to relate individual 
needs and organizational goals.
Conceptualisation of problem­
solving in Extension program 
development.
Competences
Skillful in the locating of in­
formation that provides insight- 
into the overall unit situation.
B-8. Skillful in the identification of 
potential audiences.
B-9. Knowledgeable of the contemporary 
society situations that impact and 
shape the respective program, em­
phasis area.
B-1C. Skillful ir. the integration of 
knowledge from different areas 
into a plan for problem-solving.
B-ll. Able to analyze the needs and
interest of not only individuals, 
but groups and committees.
B-12. Knowledgeable of resources which 
are non-local and external to the 
Extension service.
B-13. Comprehends the potential audi­
ence's situation.
1/ 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
•J 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 =
’J 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
3
ri
u
>
stance CONCEPTS AND COMPETENCES eecree OF 
'jncehstancing
5 4 3 2 1 N B—14. Recognizes the need for demo­
cratic process in Extension pro­
gram development.
U 1 2 3 4 5
9 . 3 , 1 S B—IS. Understands and accepts the 
strengths and limitations of 
problem-solving through group 
interaction.
U 1 2 3 4 5
S 4 3 2 I :i B-16. Requires a lot of input from 
others before can recognise 
problems or needs of the people.
U 1 2 3 4 5
= 4 3 2 1 N 3-17. Comprehends one's responsibili­
ties which affect the functioning 
of the group.
•J 1 2 3 4 5
5 u 3 z  i :i 3-18. Ability to analyze situational 
information and display the in­
formation appropriately.
U 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 2 2 1.',’ B-19. Effective in helping others in 
determining the relative impor­
tance of priorities.
U 1 2 3 4 5
s 4 2 2 : :i 3-20, Ability to establish a plan for
rotation and filling of vacancies 
in program development groups.
*J 1 2 3 4 5
i::fc stance
EESREE CF 
UNTEr.ETANCINCC. ? c r G -J -y •
* To make and record decisions with 
regard to priority goals and ob­
jectives in long-range plan.
Concepts
= 4 2 2 i :: C-l. Systematic decision making about 
program goals and objectives. L* 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 N C-2, People Involvement group tAade up U 1 2 3 4 5 
of representatives from the various 
potential Audiences.
5 4 3 2 1 N C-3. Social sensitivity or empathy in 
terms of cultural and socio-econo­
mic needs and interest.
U 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 :*' C-4. Audience representative's partlcl- U 1 2 3 4 S 
patlon in the program determination 
process (includes counseling, legi­
timation, and decision-making and 
problem-solving).
5 4 3 2::: C-5. Concepts and principles necessary U 1 2 3 4 5
as the foundation of subject natter 
content in the Extension education­
al program.
5 4 3 2 1 N C-6. Training for audience represents- U 1 2 3 4 5
tlves in Extension Program De­
velopment .
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OF
To make i—  rsccro decisions v.'it! 
regard to priority goals and ob­
jectives in long-range plan.
Competences
5 4 2 2 1
= 4 3 2 1 ::
5 4 3 2*
4 3 2
= 4 3
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3
5 4 3 2 1 H
5 4 3 
5 4 3
1 N 
1 N
c-e.
C-9.
c-10.
4 5 
4 5
5 4 3 2 1 K
2-14, 
C-15. 
r-ie. 
C-17.
C-1S.
C-19.
C-20.
Understands that social syster.s U 1 2 3 4 5
are not the same as cultural
systems.
Skillful ir. the identification of U 1 2 3
the components of the social system. 
Knowledgeable of the leadership U 1 2 3
structure within the targeted audi­
ences.
Insight into the various leadership U 1 2 3 4 5
functions carried out ty clientele 
representatives.
Values power as positive force ir. U 1 2 3 4 5
the shaping of the local Extension
Program.
Recognises that relevant education- U i 2 3 4 5
al ocjectives are derived from tr.e 
needs and problems identified 
through a planning process.
Utilises the concepts and practices U 1 2 3 4 5
from relevant disciplines that are 
applicable to the problem or need*
Analyse the situation, needs, and 
interest of the people.
Collect, analyze and Interpret data 
as to its usefulness.
Skillful in the interpretation of U I 2 j 4 5
appropriate research results.
Skillful in the interaction with U 1 2 3 4 5
various cultural and social groups 
represented in the loeal (county 
or city) unit.
Able to formulate a new scheme for U 1 2 3
attempting to solve problems.
Skillful m  creating an environ- U 1 2 3
oent for effective people in­
volvement in program, planning.
Ability to establish clearly de- U 1 2 3 4 5
fined criteria.
U 1 
•J 1
2 3 4 5
4 5 
4 5
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IMPORTANCE CONCEPTS AND COf-TPETENCES DEGREE OF 
UNGERSTANPINC
D. PROGRA-V strategy:
To decide on the planned aetlon to 
be undertaken to accomplish the 
program objectives during one year.
5 4  3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 1 H
5 4 3 2 1 tf
5 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 2 2 1 N
S 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 l N
5 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 3 2 1 tJ
S 4 3 2 1 N
D-l. Plan of work as an outline of 
planned strategies for one year 
or less.
D-2. Plan of action encoepasses the 
four program emphasis areas of 
Agriculture, Community Resource 
Development, Family Resources, 
4-H/Youth.
D-3. Plan of work allows for the se­
quencing (including timing) con­
tinuity and interdependence among 
functions.
D—4. Coordination for external and
Internal organizational purposes.
D-5. Outline of educational objectives 
and actions to be accomplished 
with people to enable them to 
reach their program objectives.
D-6. Plan of work contains strategies
* for individual, group and community 
change.
Competences
D-7. A working understanding of the 
precise nature of the clientele 
who are concerned with a problem.
D - e .  Skillful in the establishment of 
the appropriate teaching-learning 
process.
D-9• Able to apply appropriate resources, 
in the design of the learning ex­
periences.
D-10. Ability to use Judgement in ac­
curately evaluating the situation.
D-ll. Recognizes the value of various 
tear, efforts to the development 
of the local unit's Extension 
program.
D-12. Skillful in the use of volunteer 
leadership in the development of 
the local unit's program.
D-13. Able to conceptualize the behavi­
oral changes needed to achieve 
stated program objectives.
D-14. Demonstrates a commitment to the 
development of an appropriate 
plan of work as a function of the 
unit staff.
D-15. Ability to estimate the future 
consequences (planned and un­
planned) of the program object­
ives.
D-16. Demonstrates working abilities in 
public group decision-making.
1 - 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
1-1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4  =
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4  5
(1 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
0 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2,3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
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 ____
Please rate below 
the concepts and 
competences as to 
your perception of 
their 1--crtarce 
tc Zxter.sicr. Agents 
in Extension Pro­
gram. Development.
Column i;_______________
c:"tr-TE ant c;:-:?ete::czs
The relieving concepts and competences 
are grouped under six (A-F) headings 
with an explanatory
Gclu-r. Ill
Please indicate 
below your per­
ception as to t.-.e
concepts and com­
petences needed 
by local (non- 
ex tension) indi­
viduals formally 
involved ir. de­
veloping the 
local unit's 
Exter.sio
i : i ? : p . T A : : r r
5 4 3 2 1 N
Please circle (O) your choice.
2 .  S T ^ T E C Y :
To cecice cr. the planned action to 
be ur.oertauen to accemplisn the 
program objectives during one year.
Cor.p^tenees
(continue!/
EE3r.EE OF
C-l?
3-18
Skillful in establishing rapport 
with potential audiences.
Recognises that public relations 
begins with one's self.
3-19. Ability to appropriately resolve 
conflicts when arises in people 
involvement groups.
D-2C. Skillful in the formulation of
strategies for individual, group 
and community problem-sclvir.r.
U 1 2 3 4 5
V 1 2  3 4 5
U 1 2 2 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
CONCEPTS AND COMPETENCES l I 3 r . I I  Or
U N 3 Z r.2 T A .N I
5 4 3 2 1 ?:
5 4 3 2 1 :;
5 4 3 2 1 :: 
= 43 = :::
E. PRCGRA.V ACTION:
Initiation and carry out the planned 
strategies directed toward the ac­
complishment of program goals and 
objectives.
Concepts
E-l• Teaching plans outline the specific 
educational objectives and the 
expected results.
E-2. Volunteers contribute time and/or 
material resources without cohesion 
and without personal material gam.
E-2. Teaching must be learner (indivi­
dual, group, community) centered.
Z-4. Information distribution is Ex­
tension Agent's primary goal.
U 1 2 2 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
'J 1 2 3 4 5
x::?c?.ta:jce CONCEPTS ANT C3?!PE?ShCES DEGREE OF 
UKCSRSTANOTNS
E. EB3SSAK ACTION;
Initiation and carry out the planned 
strategies directed toward the ac­
complishment of program goals and 
objectives.
5 4 3 2 l  »f E-5. Psychological map of expectations 'J 1 2 3 4 5
of roles in Extension (profes­
sional or volunteer).
S a g 2 i n £-£. Dynamics of voiunteerism. U 1 2 3 * s
Competences
5 4 3 2 1 N E-7. Skillful in the initiation of U 1 2 3 4 s
action to achieve specific pro­
gram objectives.
5 4 3 2 1 N E-8. Comprehends the Importance of U 1 2 3 4 5
volunteers in Extension program 
development.
5 4 3 2 1 N E-5. Acility to grasp the sigr.lfl- U 1 2 3 4 5
cances and discrepancies between 
tne organizationally relevant 
expectations of tne individual 
anc his or her experiences as he 
(she) sees them.
5 4 2 Z i E-lC. Ability to recognize the contri- u l 2 3 4 s
butlons of others.
5 4 3 2 l N E-ll. Recognizes diplomacy as an ef- U 1 2 3 4 5
fectlve approach to people in­
volvement.
5 4 3 2 1 N £-12. Accepts one's leadership role as U 1 2 3 4 5
critical to the implementation of 
the local unit's Extension Pro­
gram.
5 4 3 2 1 N E-13. Skillful in assessing community U 1 2 3 4 5
resources for program delivery 
(1. e., facilities, produce, 
citizen support for the learner 
group)•
5 4 3 2 1 N E—14. Recognizes that low trust induces u 1 2 3 4 5
defensive behavior.
5 4 3 2 1 N E-15. Comprehends the relevance of the U 1 2 3 4 S
character of the problem situ­
ation involving the sender and 
receiver of communications.
5 4 3 2 1 f t E-16. Skillful in the identification, U 1 2 3 4 5
recruitment, and training of 
volunteers.
5 4 3 2 1 N E-17. Skillful m  dealing with cli- U 1 2 3 4 5
entele In a positive way.
5 4 3 2 1 N E-IB. Recognizes behavioral varlabl- U 1 2 3 4 5
llty at various levels (I.e., 
the group, the organization).
5 4 3 2 1 N E-19. Recognizes motivation as being U 1 2 3 4 5
external to the individual.
5 4 3 2 1 N E-20. Enthusiasm for Extension respon- U 1 2 3 4 5
slblllties, and related work.
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es as a res:
, as a generic pner.cr.e- 
iclude several approaches
5 4 3 2 1 N
E - 3 2 1 ::
5 4 3 2*1 
E 4 3 2 1 X
5 4  2 '2  1 N
S 4 3 2 1 N
E 4 3 2 1 N
5 4 2 2 ’*:; 
E 4 3 2 1 X
5 4 3 2 1 N
e 4 2 2 ;
F-2. 
F-3.
F-4.
F-E.
F-6.
F -e .
F-S. 
F-1C. 
F-ll •
F-12. 
F-13.
Evaluations deal with how the 
program followed the original 
plan.
Technological efficiency and 
computer data are means of help­
ing humans to make evaluative 
Judgement.
Program evaluation as a manage­
ment tool.
Assessment of the degree to which 
objectives are achieved versus 
"total success".
Strategy assessment determines 
the effectiveness of specific 
inputs for achieving change.
Competences
Skillful in making careful com­
parison of observed data with 
established criteria.
Recognizes the types of people 
who need evaluative information 
about programs.
Skillful in distinguishing be­
tween facts and assumptions.
Skillful in dealing with value 
questions.
Recognises the limitations of 
technological progress and 
managerial science on learner 
attitudes.
Knowledgeable in the limitations 
used in data gathering.
Skillful in the methods and 
techniques of evaluation appli­
cable to the local unit’s situ­
ation.
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 £
U 1 2 3 4 5
V 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 2 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
U 1 2 3 4 5
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F. PKgORA.V EVALUATION:
The evaluation of the progress and 
accomplishments made toward the 
program objectives as a result 
of action.
Competences 
{continued)
5 4 2 2 1 N F-14. Willingness to determine the U 1 2 3 a 5
effects of the actions taken.
E - 3 2 1 N F-1S. Knowledgeable in the processes of V 1 2 3 a 5
assessing new situations.
5 a 3 2  1  K F-16. Understands the established eri- U 1 2 3 4 5
terla from which to do a program 
. evaluation m  local unit's situ­
ational statement.
5 4 2 2 1 N F-17. Ability to analyze the program U 1 2 2 4 5
objectives and project possible 
results.
5 4 3 2 1 N F-18. Recognizes weaknesses of previous U 1 2 3 4 5
year's plan of work and takes 
* corrective action.
5 4 3 2 l N F-19» Seeks policy changes when evident U 1 2 3 4 5
that the policy Impedes program 
development.
5 4 3 2 1 N F-2C. Ability to appraise the success or U 1 2 3 4 5
failures of a program based or. 
definite criteria expected and 
agreed upon.
Please recheck your responses In both Column I and XXI. 
Proceed to Section XX : General Information.
Section II is located on the reverse side of this page.
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SECTION II: GENERAL INFORMATION
V.*hich educational degrees have you earned? Please check and give the 
najor(s) and rcincr(s) for the respective degrees.
_ 3.S. Major(s) Mlnor(s)
____ Masters Major(s) ' i:inor(s) _
_ _ _  Doctorate Major(s) _ _ _ Minor(s) ______________
2. How many years on staff of Virginia Cooperative Extension Service? _ _ _ _
3. How many years in your present position? _ _ _ _ _ _
4. How many years have you been involved in a local unit's Extension program
development (either at the unit or from a district position).
If both, number of years each. Unit _ _ _ _ _  District _ _ _ _ _ _
5. If you are a Unit Chairman, for how many years?
6. Please indicate your estimated percentage of total annual time spent in 
each of the following program emphasis areas. Total « 100%
_ _ _ _ _ _  A. Agriculture
_______ B. Community Resource Development
_______ C. Family Resource
_ _ _ _ _ _  D. 4-H/Youth
E. Other; Specify:
7. How many non-extension individuals are formally Involved in developing 
your local unit's Extension Program?
6. What type(s) of full time occupational experiences have you had ether than 
in the Virginia Cooperative Extension Service?
Types of Occupational Experiences No. of years
9. Please indicate where you have primarily lived during the past fifteen 
years. (Check only one.)
Farm or Ranch _  Urban
Rural (non-farm) Suburban (non-farm)
1C. Which audience (race) classification would you put yourself in?
  White ^ _ Asian — — American/Indian
________ Black   Other
The END - Thank you.
Appendix C
Cover L e tte r to the 
Population From the Researcher
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P. 0. Box 17698 
University Station 
Baton Rouge, LA. 70St'3 
November 14, 1980
TO: Selected Personnel
Virginia Cooperative Extension Service
RE: Research Study - "Selected Virginia Cooperative Extension Professional Per­
sonnel’s Perceptions of Concepts and Competences in Extension Program Develo 
ment"
Dear Co-workers:
Your time and assistance is requested in the completion of the enclosed nues- 
tionnaire. Your responses will be aggregated along with all other respondents.
The research study has three purposes:
1. To provide you the opportunity to indicate your perception of selected 
concepts and competences as to their importance to Extension Agents in 
Extension Program Development.
2. To provide you the opportunity to indicate your perception as to the 
degree of understanding of selected concepts and competences needed bv 
local (non-extension) people formally involved in developing the local 
unit's Extension Program.
3. From your responses determine the extent of agreement the respondents, 
like yourself, have with a previously developed conceptual model of 
Extension Program1 Development.
The study is under the direction of Dr. Edward V.'. Gassie, Head of the Depart­
ment of Extension and International Education, Louisiana State University.
Arpr oval for the study has been obtained from Dr. V.'. P. Van Dresser, Pear., 
as indicated in the enclosed letter. The variation in title does not char. ■;> the 
sco-c or objectives of the study.
Flease recognize that this is an opportunity for you to indicate your per­
sonal perceptions. The estimated time for comoletion is one hour or less if you 
have no interruptions. A general instruction sheet is enclosed.
The serial number in the upper right corner of the questionnaire is needed 
to facilitate the computer processinr and follow-up if necessary. All data will 
be released in aggregate.
A self-addressed, stamped envelope is enclosed for returning the completed 
nuestionnaire. Please mail the questionnaire on or before December ID".
Your cooperation, time and interest in furnishing the recuested information 
is am-.reciated.
Pest wishes for The Holiday Season.
Enclosures: 1. General Instruction Sheet
2. Questionnaire
Sincerely,
1Q a m C C '
Eruce A. Little
cc: Dr. Van Dresser
Dr. Gassie 
Dr. Ann Thompson 
Hr. H. C. Hardin:
Appendix D
General Instructions fo r  
Completion o f the Questionnaire
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR 
COMPLETION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE
The following instructions should assist you in the completion of your 
Questionnaire. Detailed instructions are a part of the questionnaire.
1. Read each statement for clarity, remembering that this is your
perception. Perception for this study is described as:
The process of becoming aware of objects (psychological or 
physical), qualities, or relations by way of the sense organs.
V/hile sensory content is always present in perception, what is 
perceived is influenced by set and prior experience so that 
perception is more than a passive registration of stimuli im­
pinging on sense organs.
2. Complete the questionnaire by responding to each statement twice. 
Record your response in the appropriate column (I or III).
3. Complete Section II with the information requested.
A . Please make a final review of the questionnaire before mailing 
in the envelope provided.
Appendix E
Test Group's Spearman C orre lation  C o effic ien ts  
The Spearman C o rre la tio n  C o effic ien ts  fo r the respective  
subgroup (A-F) are presented in  the fo llow ing tab les . The lowest 
r value computed fo r a subgroup re la ted  to the "Concept Subgroup"
A1 through A6 are the concepts which the respondents ranked according 
to th e ir  perception o f the concept's importance to Extension Agents 
in  Extension Program Development.
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TABLE E - l
Spearmam C o r r e la t io n  C o e f f ic ie n ts  f o r  Comparison
o f Subgroup -  Im portance o f  Concepts A-F to  T o ta l f o r  Concepts
Subgroup Rank C o rre la tion  ( r )
A1 thru A6 0.545
B1 thru B6 0.785
Cl thru C6 0.728
D1 thru D6 0.942
El thru E6 0.797
FI thru F6 0.844
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TABLE E -2
Spearman C o r re la t io n  C o e f f ic ie n ts  For Comparison o f
Subgroup U nderstanding o f  Competence A-F to  th e  T o ta l f o r  Competence
Subgroup Rank C orre lation  ( r )
A7 -  A20 0.852
B7 -  B20 0.892
C7 -  C20 0.861
D7 -  D20 0.868
E7 -  E20 0.859
F7 -  F20 0.928
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TABLE E-3
Spearman C o r r e la t io n  C o e f f ic ie n ts  f o r  Comparison
o f  Subgroup -  U nderstanding  Concepts A-F to  th e  T o ta l f o r  Concepts
Subgroup Rank C orrelation  ( r )
A1 thru A6 0.771
B1 thru B6 0.902
Cl thru C6 0.733
D1 thru D6 0.889
El thru E6 0.782
FI thru F6 0.845
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TABLE E-4
Spearman C o r re la t io n  C o e f f ic ie n ts  f o r  Comparison o f
Subgroup -  Im portance o f  Competence A-F to  th e  T o ta l f o r  Competence
Subgroup Rank C orre lation  ( r )
A7 -  A20 0.736
B7 -  B20 0.931
C7 -  C20 0.914
D7 -  D20 0.939
E7 -  E20 0.924
F7 -  F20 0.951
Appendix F 
Follow-Up L e tte r
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P. O. Box 17698 
University Station 
Baton Rouge, LA. 70893 
December 10, 1980
TO: Selected Extension Personnel
Dear Co-workers:
Please accept this letter as a follow-up to the questionnaire 
which reached you, "1 hope", by Monday, November 24.
I'm sure that you who have not responded will try to find 
some time in your busy schedule to indicate your perceptions 
on the questionnaire mailed to you earlier.
Most of the questionnaires have been returned. I would like 
to get them all back*. Will you help?
If you have responded and I have not received your response,
I am grateful and thank you.
I look forward to receiving the remainder of the questionnaires 
in the near future.
Sincerely,
Bruce A. Little
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VITA
A p ril 4 , 1944 ......................................  Born, Pleasant H i l l ,  Tennessee
1962 ......................  ...........................High School Graduation
V aled ic torian  
Pleasant H i l l  High School 
Pleasant H i l l ,  Tennessee
1964 ..................................................... A .S ., M artin ( J r . )  College
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1966 ....................................................  B .S ., Tennessee Technological
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(M.S. Awarded, June 1972)
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V irg in ia
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Northern Extension D is t r ic t ,  Culpeper, 
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Polytechnic In s t itu te  and S tate Univer­
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Cooperative Extension Serv ice , East 
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